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This quantitative study, using survey research methods, examined whether Illinois public 
school superintendents perceived their superintendent preparation programs adequately prepared 
them for the superintendency. More specifically, the study examined superintendents’ 
perceptions about the relevance of educational leadership standards, which were developed from 
the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium and Educational Leadership Constituents 
Council standards and Waters and Marzano leadership responsibilities and practices), if these 
standards were embedded in the respondents’ university-based leadership preparation programs, 
and the importance of the leadership standards to their positions. An online questionnaire was 
administered to Illinois public school superintendents who held their appointments during the 
2009-2010 school year. A total of 314 of the 868 Illinois superintendents responded, for a 36.2% 
response rate. 
The findings revealed that over three-fourths (78%) of superintendents were satisfied 
with the training they received from their preparation programs. Respondents also indicated that 
their preparation programs, on average, provided a moderate degree of preparation with regard to 
the leadership standards. Respondents indicated the need for additional reform in preparation 
programs in order to remain current with superintendents’ changing roles and responsibilities. 
Respondents in this study recommended the following changes to strengthen superintendent 
preparation programs: (a) more focus on hands-on and practical experiences, such as internships; 
(b) more focus on fiscal, finance, and budget issues; (c) more instructors who are current, 
successful superintendents; (d) more training about politics and political culture; (e) mentor 
programs; and (f) information about building positive relationships with school boards.  
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 Responses also revealed the need to more fully incorporate school leadership standards in 
superintendent preparation program design. The mean emphasis ratings on the six standards were 
lower than the mean importance ratings across all 39 leadership items, indicating that the extent 
to which these standards were emphasized was lesser than the extent to which the respondents 
perceived that they were important. Furthermore, the amount of variability in the participants’ 
responses was greater for the emphasis items than the importance items, indicating that the 
participants were more similar in their beliefs of importance than they were relative to their 
actual experiences in their superintendent preparation. Additionally, female superintendents 
scored the importance of all six leadership standards higher than did male superintendents.  
Finally, respondents noted that a focus on instructional leadership was largely missing in 
most preparation programs. Respondents noted that only 38% of the questionnaire items related 
to instructional leadership practices were emphasized or highly emphasized in their 
superintendent preparation programs. However, respondents indicated that 87% of the items 
linked to instructional leadership were important or highly important to their practice. This 
finding is important due to recent education reforms mandating increased student achievement 
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The school superintendency has evolved into a demanding position consumed with 
complex issues and ongoing change. There are a number of factors contributing to the change, 
but the most notable influence is stringent education reform mandates, i.e. A Nation at Risk, No 
Child Left Behind and more recently the Race to the Top Legislation, that have added an element 
of accountability for increased student achievement unprecedented previously. Many educational 
scholars (Cooper, Fusarelli, Jackson, & Poster, 2002; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; 
Hoyle, 2004; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Waters & Marzano, 2006) have questioned the 
effectiveness of superintendent preparation programs in fully preparing aspiring superintendents 
for their myriad responsibilities, and the need for more effective programs that prepare people 
for this evolving role has created significant challenges for universities, policymakers, 
researchers, school boards, and superintendents (Lashway, 2003). Because school 
superintendents are the recipients of university-based training, it is important to determine to 
what extent superintendents perceived their preparation programs prepared them to assume a 
school superintendent position. The school district superintendent position was created in the 
United States in the mid-1800s (Callahan, 1966b). Initially, superintendents were considered 
instructional leaders who promoted the development of teacher pedagogy and student learning 
(Björk & Kowalski, 2005). Instructional leadership remained the focus of the role for much of 
the 19th century; however, at the turn of the 20th century, elements of business management 
models (e.g., the Human Relations Movement and the scientific management model) began to 
influence the superintendent’s role (Callahan, 1966b). As a result, the superintendent’s job 
description expanded to include managerial responsibilities related to the oversight of the school 
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district (Callahan, 1966b). In addition to the responsibility of being educational leaders and 
managers, in the 1930s the superintendent’s duties became increasingly political in nature 
(Callahan, 1966b), and the political domain was the primary focus of the superintendent’s role 
until the early 1980s. 
The school superintendent’s position, therefore, includes three, sometimes-conflicting, 
broad roles: (a) instructional, (b) managerial, and (c) political (Cuban, 1998). As instructional 
leaders, school superintendents shoulder the ultimate responsibility for improving student 
achievement. As managerial leaders, they keep their districts operating efficiently, with a 
minimum of resistance, yet taking moderate risks to make appropriate changes. As political 
leaders, they work with multiple stakeholders to negotiate approval for programs or additional 
resources (Cuban, 1998). Lashway (2003), however, suggested that school superintendents could 
put instructional leadership at the top of a school district’s agenda. While the managerial and 
political dimensions of the job will not go away, these roles should be aligned with the 
overriding goal of continuous instructional improvement for all students (Lashway, 2003).  
Over the past 30 years, a myriad of educational reforms have focused on improved 
student achievement and reinforced the idea that the superintendent’s primary role to be 
instructional leadership (Cooper et al., 2002; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; Hoyle, 
2004; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Waters & Marzano, 2006). High-stakes educational reform 
in the United States was fueled in 1983 by the A Nation at Risk report (National Commission on 
Excellence in Education [NCEE], 1983) and in 2001 with the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 
legislation (Department of Education, 2002), both of which focused on improved student 
achievement and school district accountability. This drive for educational reform has refocused 
educational leadership back onto instructional practices and student learning. The reshaping of 
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school superintendents’ priorities has created a need for a change in the requisite skills essential 
to be successful instructional leaders of school districts. As a result of this skill set change, it is 
necessary to examine school superintendent preparation programs to ensure that university-based 
programs are preparing prospective candidates for the changing role of the 21st-century school 
superintendent. 
Although aspiring school superintendents may have developed an impressive set of skills 
as a result of their career experiences and on-the-job training, the formal training for this position 
typically occurs in university-based leadership preparation programs (Murphy, 2003). Both 
critics and supporters of university-based programs agree that because of changes in the role 
expectations of the superintendency, current superintendent preparation programs need retooling 
(Cooper et al., 2002; Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen, 2007; Grogan & 
Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; Hoyle, 2004; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2001; Waters & Marzano, 
2006). Although scholars may agree that the school superintendent role is undergoing change, 
they differ regarding the universal effectiveness of all superintendent preparation programs 
(Cooper et al., 2002; Hess, 2003; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2001). Noting the varying levels of 
quality with the nation’s superintendent preparation programs, some scholars have called for the 
use of universal leadership standards as a mechanism to strengthen the curriculum, increase 
rigor, and to guide superintendent training programs and licensure (Elmore, 2008; Levine, 2005; 
Murphy, 2003). 
Over the past 20 years, school reformers have pushed for effective leadership 
performance standards designed to measure the success of school leaders and improve 
educational leadership preparation quality (Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 
2003; Young, Fuller, Brewer, Carpenter, & Mansfield, 2007). As a result, the Interstate School 
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Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1996) 
developed six comprehensive school leadership standards that have been endorsed and adopted 
by the vast majority (43) of the 50 states (Murphy, 2003). In addition, the Educational 
Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) standards (NPBEA, 2002) were developed for the 
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) under the auspices of the 
National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA, 2009). The ISLLC standards 
were updated in 2008 (CCSSO, 2008) and the ELCC standards subsequently were revised in 
2008 (NPBEA, 2009) to incorporate the ISLLC revisions. 
The standards-based movement is a first step in developing effective leadership 
preparation programs and consistent standards for the licensing process for educational 
leadership (Murphy, 2003); however, leadership standards alone will not address all the issues 
associated with creating an effective superintendent preparation curriculum. It is imperative to 
examine leadership frameworks that also may influence the restructuring of superintendent 
training programs and their curricula (Copland & Knapp, 2006; Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; 
Lashway, 2003). 
In the current educational reform era, a number of leadership models (see Hallinger & 
Murphy, 1987; Murphy, 1990; Webber, 1996) have been developed that address instructional 
leadership. These models focus on the instructional, managerial, and political roles of school 
superintendents and include a call for collaborative leadership (Copland & Knapp, 2006; 
Glickman, 2002; Lashway, 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005; Young & Kochan, 2004). Several scholars 
have advocated for a comprehensive leadership approach that focuses on leadership for learning 
(Andrews & Grogan, 2002; Copland & Knapp, 2007; Glickman, 2002; Sergiovanni, 2005; 
Young & Kochan, 2004) as best practice for 21st-century school superintendents. The leadership 
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for learning model includes aspects of the educational leader’s political and managerial roles, but 
it focuses on the superintendent’s role as an instructional leader who promotes the development 
of teacher pedagogy and student learning. 
Although extensive empirical research has been conducted on educational leadership 
preparation, the majority of this research has focused on principal preparation programs (Cooper 
et al., 2002; Levine, 2005). Murphy and Vriesenga (2004) noted that although more than 2,000 
articles about leadership preparation were published in educational leadership journals from 
1975 to 2002, fewer than 3% of these articles involved empirical studies and an even smaller 
percentage of these articles focused on school superintendent leadership. In fact, many 
conclusions about the quality of school superintendent preparation programs involve 
generalizations gleaned from principal preparation studies (Cooper et al., 2002). As a result, 
there is a need to fill this gap in the literature and examine programs used to prepare individuals 
for the superintendency (Cooper et al., 2002). Therefore, this study was conducted to examine 
superintendents’ perspectives about the training they received in university-based school 
superintendent preparation programs.  
 
Statement of the Problem 
The complex issues involved in 21st-century educational reform combined with the 
ongoing evolution of the school superintendent’s role have raised questions about school 
superintendent preparation and the efficacy of university-based superintendent preparation 
programs in the United States (Cooper et al., 2002; Hoyle, 2004). There is a debate about the 
reforms necessary to revise university-based school superintendent preparation programs, and 
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scholars have suggested there is a need for a universal framework to guide the revision of school 
superintendent preparation programs (Andrews & Grogan, 2001; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003).  
Over the past 20 years, school reformers have pushed for leadership performance 
standards designed to measure the success of school leaders and improve university-based 
preparation programs (Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Young et al., 
2007). Scholars (Hess, 2003; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2005; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & 
Kochan, 2004) have agreed that leadership standards could be part of school superintendent 
preparation and certification and used as a road map to guide program reform. Although there 
currently are no leadership standards that have been universally adopted in all 50 states, there is 
growing support for the ISLLC and ELCC standards and Waters and Marzano leadership 
responsibilities and practices. In fact, ISLLC standards are used in the superintendent 
certification processes of 43 states (Murphy, 2003). 
The need for appropriate standards for school superintendents has become more 
important since the implementation of the NCLB legislation because NCLB has resulted in a 
reconceptualization of the superintendent’s role. The NCLB legislation holds school leaders 
accountable for student performance, and once again, student learning is a major component of 
the superintendent’s role. Few studies, however, have been conducted post-NCLB to examine 
practicing superintendents’ perceptions about the effectiveness of their university-based training 
and the importance instructional leadership (Cooper et al., 2002; Glass & Franceschini, 2007; 
Grogan & Andrews, 2002). This study can contribute to the scant research describing 
superintendents’ perceptions about their preparation for this demanding role in light of the 
ISLLC and ELCC standards and the Waters and Marzano leadership responsibilities and 
practices. 
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Although NCLB has made school leaders, including school superintendents, responsible 
for student academic success, at the present time, there appears to be a lack of consensus among 
educational researchers about the overall quality of university-based superintendent training 
programs. Some researchers (Glass, Björk, & Brunner, 2000; Orr & Pounder, 2006) have 
asserted that there are numerous high-quality superintendent preparation programs, while others 
(Archer, 2005; Cooper et al., 2002; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; Hoyle, 2004; 
Murphy, 2001) have argued that current models are deficient and in need of significant reforms. 
Grogan and Andrews (2002) expressed concern that many graduates of leadership programs lack 
the skills, knowledge, and professional experience needed to be effective leaders. Other critics 
(Hess, 2003; Levine, 2005) have insisted that educational leadership preparation programs are 
out of touch with the daily demands placed on school leaders, particularly educators who aspire 
to leadership positions in urban school systems.  
Renowned scholar in education, and formerly the President of Teachers College at 
Columbia University and the current President of the Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship 
Foundation, Arthur Levine (2005) published a report titled, Educating School Leaders. In this 
report, Levine expressed significant concerns about the large number of universities that are 
engaged in school superintendent preparation, the lack of quality instructors, and deficiencies in 
instructional methods. In particular, Levine noted that students in these programs become 
proficient in educational theory but lack the expertise needed to apply this theory effectively in 
their daily administrative practice. Levine contended that many instructors do not have a 
sufficient grasp of the realities of leading complex school systems. Levine characterized the 
quality of most k-12 leadership preparation programs as “inadequate to appalling” (p. 23). 
Although Levine’s methodology and findings have been questioned by scholars engaged in 
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leadership preparation (Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young, 2006), his research has prompted a 
nationwide debate regarding the overall quality of the nation’s leadership preparation programs. 
Only a few empirical studies (e.g., Cooper et al., 2002) have investigated 
superintendents’ perceptions regarding the quality of and their satisfaction with their 
superintendent preparation programs. This scant research base indicates that there is a need to 
examine school superintendents’ perceptions about their university-based preparation programs 
to determine if these programs could be improved and if leadership standards could be used to 
develop and strengthen the curricula for these programs. 
 
Statement of Purpose 
The purpose of this dissertation study was to ascertain the extent to which Illinois school 
superintendents believe their preparation programs prepared them for the superintendent 
position. The study examined school superintendents’ perceptions about the extent to which 
leadership standards are embedded in university-based school superintendent preparation 
programs and the importance of these standards to the position. The school superintendent 
position has changed significantly over the past 30 years (Brunner, Grogan, & Björk, 2002; 
Cuban & Usdan, 2002; Katz, 1993; Kowalski & Brunner 2011; Murphy, 2003; Young et al., 
2007). It is important, therefore, to determine if school superintendents believe their programs 
provided them with the knowledge and skills needed to be effective school superintendents, to 
identify content was included and omitted in their training, and to determine what content would 
improve the quality of school superintendent preparation programs in light of their experiences 
as school superintendents. 
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In recent years, a majority of states have based their school superintendent programs on 
leadership standards (Cooper et al., 2002). More than 43 states, including Illinois, have used the 
ISLLC Standards for School Leaders (Murphy, 2003) to develop curriculum for their leadership 
preparation programs (Andrews & Grogan, 2001; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Orr, 2007; Orr & 
Pounder, 2006; Young & Kochan, 2004). The ISLLC standards are designed for all educational 
leadership positions, including building-level principals and a variety of central office 
administrative positions, including school superintendents (Appendix A).  
The ELCC specialized professional association of the National Council for Accreditation 
of Teacher Education (NCATE) based its Standards for Advanced Programs in Educational 
Leadership on the ISLLC framework, and these standards are used by higher education 
institutions that aspire to NCATE accreditation for their principal and school superintendent 
preparation programs. Although the major themes of the ELCC leadership standards were 
derived from the 1996 ISLLC standards, according to Hoyle, Björk, Collier, and Glass (2005), 
two sets ELCC standards were developed—for building-level and district-level leadership 
preparation (Appendix B).  
Research also has identified leadership responsibilities that positively influence student 
achievement and, as a result, could be considered when evaluating or revising school 
superintendent preparation programs. Waters and Marzano (2006) conducted a meta-analysis 
study that identified six school superintendent leadership responsibilities that positively impact 
student achievement (Appendix C).  
Although many of the elements included in Waters and Marzano (2006) list of school 
superintendent responsibilities are included in the ISLLC and ELCC standards, several important 
leadership responsibilities are absent, including board relationships and goals. These missing 
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responsibilities are critical to school superintendent preparation and should be considered in any 
curriculum reform effort. 
When evaluating or revising their educational leadership preparation programs, 
universities could consider adhering to research-based leadership standards in an attempt to 
ensure school superintendents are provided effective training that meets the needs of an ever-
changing profession (Murphy, 2003). Universities also need to consider and address practicing 
school superintendents’ views about the quality of school superintendent programs. The use of 
leadership standards and superintendents’ insight into the demands of this position will more 




The following research questions guided this study: 
1. Do Illinois school superintendents believe their school superintendent preparation 
prepared them for the position and was this preparation based on leadership 
standards? Are their perception of leadership responsibilities and practices affected by 
age, gender, ethnicity, highest degree earned, year endorsement was earned and from 
which university, type of Illinois school district, and years of experience as a 
superintendent? 
 
2. Do Illinois school superintendents believe the skills emphasized in leadership 
standards are important to their professional practice? Are their perceptions of 
leadership responsibilities and practices affected by age, gender, ethnicity, highest 
degree earned, year endorsement was earned and from which university, type of 
Illinois school district, and years of experience as a superintendent?  
 
3. What changes do Illinois school superintendents recommend, to improve school 
superintendent preparation programs and ensure they adequately prepare aspiring 
superintendents for the demands of their positions? 
 
4. Do Illinois school superintendents who received their superintendent endorsements 
since the implementation of NCLB place more emphasis on standards-based training 
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than superintendents who received their endorsements before the implementation of 
NCLB?  
 
5. To what extent are Illinois school superintendents’ perceptions about the emphasis on 
leadership standards in preparation programs related to their perceptions about the 
importance of these standards when performing their duties?  
 
Assumptions of the Study 
The following assumptions were made for this study:  
1. Participants were practicing Illinois public school superintendents during the 2009-
2010 academic year and had satisfied state of Illinois superintendent endorsement 
requirements. 
 
2. A sufficient number of subjects responded to the questionnaire to yield statistically 
significant data.  
 
3. Participants chose, without duress or coercion, to participate in the present study and 
provided honest responses.  
 
 
Delimitations of the Study 
Delimitations of a study are the contextual specifics that limit the relevancy of the study 
for all people at any given time in any given place. In a quantitative study, delimitations are 
factors that restrict researchers from claiming that their findings are true for other populations in 
other settings (Creswell, 2003). The delimitations for this study included the following:  
1. The respondent population was delimited to superintendents in public school districts 
in the state of Illinois who held their positions during the 2009–2010 academic year. 
 
2. The data represented the perceptions of respondents at the time of data collection in 
2010. 
 
3. The data represented the perceptions of Illinois superintendents who participated in 
the study.  
 
4. There is no clear indication of how university-based superintendent preparation 
programs in Illinois address leadership standards in their program curriculum. 
 
12 
Limitations of the Study 
Limitations are the restrictions associated with the particular methods the researcher used 
to gather and analyze data (Creswell, 2003). The researcher acknowledges that the following 
limitations exist in the present study: 
1. The respondents were practicing public school superintendents in Illinois, and 
therefore, the results of the study cannot be generalized beyond the State of Illinois. 
 
2. This study is not designed to examine the quality of specific university school 
superintendent preparation programs, and each university may provide a different 
training experience. 
 
3. Responses were based on self-reported perceptions of the respondents’ preparation 
for their positions and did not address their skills and abilities as perceived by their 
school boards and school district employees. 
 
4. Year superintendents received their superintendent preparation may impact their 
perceptions. 
 
5. Familiarity with program content may impact superintendent responses. 
 
6. Responses may be impacted by respondent’s inability to make distinctions between 
what they learned in their coursework and in their administrative practice when 
responding to the questionnaire. 
 
 
Significance of the Study 
In recent years, some researchers have asserted that many school superintendent training 
programs lack rigor (Levine, 2005; Young et al., 2007), and fail to provide the requisite training 
necessary to prepare school superintendents for their new roles (Levine, 2005). These researchers 
(Andrews & Grogan, 2001; Levine, 2005; Young et al., 2007) have further claimed that school 
superintendents have a low regard for the quality of their administrative preparation. However, in 
the limited number of national surveys that have been conducted over the past 30 years, school 
superintendents have given their preparation programs favorable ratings (Cunningham & 
Hentages, 1982; Glass et al., 2000; Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young & Ellerson, 2011). 
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There appears to be a disconnect between perceptions of researchers and practicing 
superintendents regarding the efficacy of superintendent preparation programs. Because 
superintendents are the recipients of this training, further investigation into their perceptions of 
leadership preparation quality is warranted.  
Levine (2005) used nine quality points to determine the quality of school superintendent 
preparation programs and concluded that the majority of superintendent preparation programs, 
regardless of the training approach, ranged from inadequate to appalling. According to Levine, 
school superintendent preparation programs have not provided aspiring school superintendents 
with the necessary skills needed to fulfill the ever-changing superintendent role. There are, 
however, limited empirical data that either confirm or refute Levine’s assertions, and additional 
research is necessary to determine the overall quality of school superintendent preparation 
programs, as well as to identify factors that are in need of improvement. 
This study was designed to determine if Illinois school superintendents believe their 
preparation programs prepared them for the school superintendent position in relation to 
leadership standards. The results of this study may provide suggestions for superintendent 
program changes based on current Illinois superintendent perceptions. The results of this study 
may also provide evidence that demonstrates the need for further superintendent program reform 
necessary to provide aspiring school superintendents with adequate knowledge and skills needed 
to lead 21st-century school systems. Lastly, the results of this study may help influence 
legislators, the Illinois State Board of Education, universities, and educational organizations to 




Presentation of the Research 
This dissertation study contains five chapters. Chapter 1 includes an introduction to the 
study, statement of the problem, purpose statement, research questions, assumptions, 
delimitations, and limitations, and significance of the study. 
Chapter 2 discusses the current literature that deals with school superintendents. This 
chapter provides an analysis of the changing role of school superintendents and the critical 
importance of high-quality school superintendent preparation programs. Chapter 2 addresses the 
following three areas: (a) the historical evolution of the school superintendent, (b) school 
superintendent licensure, and (c) school superintendent preparation. This chapter also advocates 
the use of the leadership for learning model as a framework for developing effective educational 
leadership.  
In chapter 3 the study design and participants is described. This chapter also discusses the 
validity and reliability of the questionnaire and a description of a pretest used to determine the 
reliability and validity of the questionnaire. Chapter 3 also discusses data collection and the 
methods used to analyze the data. 
Chapter 4 discusses the data collected from the questionnaire and the statistical analysis 
of the data. Responses collected from the demographic portion of the questionnaire are provided 
using descriptive statistics. 
Chapter 5 contains an explanation of the results, and in-depth descriptions of 
superintendents’ perceptions are discussed relative to age, gender, district size, and experience as 
a school superintendent. This chapter includes recommendations for improving school 







Review of the Literature 
This chapter contains a discussion about the current literature that deals with school 
superintendents. This chapter provides an analysis of the changing role of school superintendents 
and the critical importance of high-quality school superintendent preparation programs. The 
chapter addresses the following three areas: (a) the historical evolution of the school 
superintendent, (b) factors contributing to 21st-century leadership, (c) inequities in education, (d) 
superintendent leadership in the 21st-century, (e) superintendent training and licensure, (f) 
developing leadership standards, and (g) superintendent professional preparation. This chapter 
also advocates the use of the leadership for learning model as a framework for developing 
effective educational leadership.  
 
The Evolution of the School Superintendency 
The U.S. public school superintendent’s role and responsibilities have changed 
significantly over the years. In order to understand the importance of effective school 
superintendent preparation, it is necessary to understand the evolution of the position. The 
prevailing leadership theories that have influenced and shaped school superintendents’ 
approaches to leadership during each historical era are discussed in each section of this literature 
review.  
Origin of the school superintendency. Before the creation of the position of school 
superintendent, a local school committee was responsible for managing the schools in the 
community (Carol et al., 1986). In the United States, the school superintendency emerged in the 
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late 1830s as a formal administrative appointment. Large urban centers, such as Buffalo, New 
York, and Louisville, Kentucky, became the first cities to create a school superintendent position 
and appoint educators to fill this position. The school superintendent position was created 
primarily because the managerial responsibilities had become too large for a local school 
committee to handle, and school districts also needed an individual with an educational 
background to deal with pedagogical issues within the schools (Grieder, Pierce, & Jordan, 1969). 
The number of school superintendents grew during the 19th century, and by the beginning of the 
20th century, most communities employed a school district superintendent.  
The following factors created the need for an appointed school district superintendent: (a) 
the creation of large school systems as a result of the consolidation of several smaller rural 
districts, (b) the enactment of compulsory attendance laws to manage student attendance and 
associated financial reimbursement, and (c) local demands for increased academic accountability 
and organizational efficiency (Brunner et al., 2002; Kowalski, 2003a; Kowalski & Brunner 
2011). From the time of the inception of the position through the first decade of the 20th century, 
school superintendents primarily were responsible for implementing the state curriculum and 
supervising teachers (Björk & Kowalski, 2005). From the 1830s through the 1990s, school 
superintendents played three roles: (a) instructional leader, (b) manager, and (c) politician 
(Bredeson & Kose, 2007; Callahan, 1966b; Carter & Cunningham, 1997; Cuban, 1998; Katz, 
1993; Kowalski, 2001; Tucker & Ziegler, 1980). However, by the beginning of the 21st century, 
the superintendent’s instructional role re-emerged as a primary role but with a focus on both 
instructional methods and student learning. Rather than merely being an instructional leader, the 
superintendent must be a leader of learning (Brunner et al., 2002; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; 
Hess & Kelly, 2007; Kowalski & Brunner 2011; Lashway, 2003; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; 
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Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & Kochan, 2004). These roles are described in the following 
sections. 
Superintendent as instructional leader. In order to implement state standards-based 
curriculum and promote teacher development, each state department of education historically has 
assigned each group of employees (e.g., principals, superintendents, and teachers) specific 
responsibilities (Callahan, 1966a, 1966b) in an attempt to implement a uniform curriculum for all 
schools and create a common educational experience for students (Callahan, 1966b; Cuban, 
1998; Kowalski, 2003a). This delineation of duties resulted in the creation of a hierarchical 
system of responsibility, and this hierarchical organizational structure resulted in a systematic 
level of accountability. In this system, superintendents were responsible for supervising teachers’ 
instructional methods and ensuring uniformity in curriculum (Callahan, 1966b; Kowalski, 
2003a). During the 1800s, local school superintendents were considered instructional leaders, 
and they played a pivotal role in the creation of a standardized curriculum in local school 
systems. 
Because of their instructional leadership responsibilities, school superintendents 
considered themselves part of the teaching profession. Consequently, during the late 1800s and 
into the early 1900s, school district superintendents were actively involved in the National 
Education Association and, in fact, were the most influential members of this organization 
(Björk & Kowalski, 2005).  
School superintendents perceived themselves as instructional leaders and did not want to 
be viewed as managers or politicians, and they often relegated school district management 
functions to other people in the organization. These duties often were the responsibility of local 
school board members or delegated to clerical staff (Glass, 2001). By refusing to complete these 
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managerial tasks, superintendents often cited the notion of professionalism, indicating that the 
focus of the position needed to remain on instructional leadership as opposed to management. 
This concern was heightened when ambitious mayors or city council members attempted to use 
their political influence and authority to control school superintendents (Callahan, 1966b).  
School superintendents were considered instructional leaders for nearly 100 years, and 
even though the concept of superintendent as instructional leader or teacher-scholar began to 
decline around 1910, this role has never become irrelevant. However, the depressed economic 
conditions in the United States during the early 1900s and the emergence of the Industrial 
Revolution in the early 20th century forced school superintendents to use scientific management 
principles to manage their school systems. Consequently, school superintendents became more 
adept at managing the resources of their school systems, while their role as instructional leader 
became less important (Callahan, 1966b; Cuban, 1976; Elmore, 2003; Kowalski, 1995; Murphy, 
2003; Rose, 2004). As a result, in the early decades of the 20th century, school superintendents 
were considered managers. 
Superintendent as manager. Although the school superintendent remained in theory the 
instructional leader of the school system, a management focus started to gain prominence in the 
early 1900s and continued through the mid-1930s (Cuban, 1998). Several factors diminished the 
importance of the school superintendent’s role as instructional leader and contributed to the 
superintendent’s need to develop his or her management capabilities. The role of manager was 
assumed even greater prominence in large school systems, which had a large number of 
employees and complex financial issues (Callahan, 1966b).  
As early as 1890, debates were waged regarding whether local school superintendents 
had the requisite skills to administer large-city school districts, and “arguments crystallized over 
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whether the function of a big-city superintendent should be separated into two distinct jobs: 
business manager and superintendent for instruction” (Cuban, 1976, p. 17). The debate 
intensified as the United States started to transition from an agrarian society to an industrial 
society (Cuban, 1976). Industrial plants opened in small towns across the nation, and as a result 
of new job opportunities in these communities, population growth turned these small towns into 
urbanized settings, which, in turn, created complex school systems with large student 
enrollments. This rapid increase in student enrollment created the need for new school facilities 
and additional teachers. As a result, school boards considered the management of resources the 
primary responsibility of school superintendents (Björk & Kowalski, 2005). 
The shift in leadership approach during this period largely was influenced by the classical 
theory and the Scientific Management Movement associated with Frederick Taylor (Callahan, 
1966b). The Scientific Management Movement, which emerged during the early 1900s, 
promoted the use of scientific methods to improve the efficiency of factories and their 
workforces (Shafritz & Hyde, 1978). In the scientific management approach, supervisors used 
scientific methods to identify the most efficient techniques to produce their products, and as a 
result, control shifted from workers to centralized management (Tyack & Hansot, 1982). School 
systems embraced organizational hierarchies, and the superintendent’s role changed from a 
collaborative, collegial facilitator to a formal organizational leader at the apex of an 
organizational pyramid; in the process, school systems adopted top-down managerial approaches 
(Tyack & Hansot, 1982). 
The classical theory revolved mainly around the role of markets in the economy. It was 
postulated that if markets worked freely and there were no obstacles, then workforce productivity 
would grow and the economy would prosper. Any interference in the market that prevented this 
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process from occurring would be addressed by government. The primary role of government, 
according to classical theorists, was to ensure the free working of markets using supply-side 
policies and balanced budgets (Shafritz & Hyde, 1978). School boards expected school 
superintendents to apply these theoretical principles to the management of large-city school 
systems. By 1920, the transition was complete, and large school systems had embraced the 
Industrial Revolution and adopted the hierarchical, top-down management approach (Tyack & 
Hansot, 1982). 
During the early 20th century, instructional leadership and management were considered 
the primary roles of school superintendents (Carter & Cunningham, 1997). Therefore, these 
leaders were expected to possess a combination of technical skills related to teaching and 
learning and the mechanical skills necessary to administer a school system. During the early 
1900s, however, school superintendents’ responsibilities became focused on management, and 
their duties included executing school board policy, distributing information to the community, 
hiring and terminating educators and other staff members, and supervising staff. School 
superintendents coordinated bus transportation, parking, and the use of space throughout the 
school system. They also were responsible for the construction of new facilities and the oversight 
of schools (Cuban, 1998).  
During the first few decades of the 20th century, leading educational scholars, including 
Elwood Cubberly, George Strayer, and Franklin Bobbitt (Cuban, 1976), joined ranks with 
political elites and demanded that school administrators learn and apply the principles of 
scientific management (Cuban, 1976). As a result, a number of prestigious universities began 
offering graduate degree programs in educational administration that focused on the application 
of scientific management principles in school systems (Björk & Kowalski, 2005). This 
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movement forced school superintendents to reevaluate their role as public educators. 
Consequently, many school superintendents started to consider management as a separate 
function that was more important than their duty as instructional leader (Thomas & Moran, 
1992). 
Many city governments and political elites opposed the shift of the school 
superintendents’ role from instructional leader to manager (Björk & Kowalski, 2005). Many city 
and political leaders were concerned that managerial training would increase superintendents’ 
stature in their communities and, as a result, they would become powerful leaders who 
threatened to disrupt the existing community political hierarchy (Callahan, 1966b). In the 
educational community, many educational scholars opposed formalized management training 
because they feared local government officials and school superintendents would seize control of 
public education and reduce the level of other stakeholders’ influence (Glass, 2001). 
Although many educational researchers (Cuban, 1976; Callahan, 1966b; Glass, 2001; 
Kowalski, 1995; Tyack & Hansot, 1982) disagreed about the motivation for the managerial 
movement, they agreed that management became one of the dominant roles of school 
superintendents in the early 1900s. Many school superintendents in smaller school districts were 
more likely to function as managers, especially fiscal managers, because their small district size 
made it unfeasible for them to employ central-office support staff. School superintendents in 
larger urban school districts were successful in delegating many of the managerial tasks to their 
staff members, but the head superintendent remained responsible for accurate, effective, efficient 
work (Kowalski, 1995).  
With the stock market crash and the onset of the Great Depression in the 1930s, however, 
the superintendent’s role as manager started to lose its importance (Glass, 2001). Throughout the 
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early 20th century, the position of school superintendent continued to gain influence and 
prestige, and at the same time, superintendents’ political activities were increasing in local 
communities across the United States (Cuban, 1998). As a result, the school superintendent 
started to be considered a political leader (Callahan, 1966b). 
Superintendent as politician. Despite the influence of scientific management principles, 
in the 1930s, the focus of the school superintendent role shifted from manager to political leader 
within a democratic context (Callahan, 1966b). During the 1930s and 1940s, there were scarce 
financial resources for school districts as a result of the Great Depression and the United States’ 
involvement in World War II, and school superintendents were forced to engage in intensive 
lobbying activities at the state and federal levels in order to maintain sufficient funding for public 
education (Tyack & Hansot, 1982). Before this time, the public typically viewed school 
superintendents who operated as lobbyists as unprofessional (Björk & Kowalski, 2005); 
however, this negative connotation ultimately faded when it became apparent that school 
systems were being required to compete alongside other public entities to obtain their share of 
limited state funding.  
Shafritz and Hyde (1978) suggested that the principles of scientific management did not 
necessarily create workforce efficiencies. In fact, the application of scientific methods appeared 
to have an adverse effect on the U.S. education system and teacher attitudes and morale (Shafritz 
& Hyde, 1978). The school superintendent’s role shift to the political realm resulted in an 
increased emphasis on managing conflict and locating resources, and maintaining positive 
relationships with the board of education became paramount to superintendent job security 
(Kowalski, 1995, 2005). Lipini (1983) suggested that the politicization of public education 
resulted in the more active engagement of local school board members in the day-to-day politics 
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and micro-management of the school district. Board member involvement in school district 
affairs appeared to be shifting from a part-time to full-time activity, which added board 
management to the political role of the school superintendent (Lipini, 1983). Over the course of 
the 20th century, developing and maintaining positive working relationships between the board 
and superintendent became imperative for superintendents’ continuing employment (Glass, 
2001).  
 The shift to a political role for the superintendent was further influenced by the Human 
Relations Movement. Elton Mayo spearheaded the Human Relations Movement in the 1920s and 
1930s. Mayo is considered to be the founder of both the Human Relations Movement and of 
industrial sociology (Pugh & Hickson, 1989). The movement emphasizes the importance of the 
working environment for employees as a socialized natural group in which social aspects for 
both employees and managers take precedence over functional organizational structures. Mayo’s 
theories in the human relations movement clashed directly with Taylor’s theories of scientific 
management (Robbins, Millett & Waters-Marsh, 2004). Mayo’s theories illustrated a new 
paradigm in that managers should not only look at finding the best techniques and methods to 
improve output, but should also look at human affairs. Although Scientific Management looked 
at technology and processes, Mayo found that the real key to high productivity lies within the 
people and work units, or groups, in the organization (Robbins et al., 2004). Effective 
organizations in Human Relations Movement developed around the employees, looking 
primarily at human feelings and attitudes. Cooperative goal setting (setting goals with employee 
as well as manager input) and personal growth and development are key to effective businesses 
(Pugh & Hickson, 1989). The Human Relations Movement held the basic idea that workers had 
strong social needs which they tried to satisfy through membership of informal social groups at 
24 
work place (Nicholson, 2005). Opposing the classical perspectives of management principles of 
the Scientific Management and Bureaucracy, Mayo claimed that scientifically clarified rules, 
strict work procedure and incentive money payments were not the only stimulus to inspire 
workers and that they were “less factors in determining output than were group standards, 
sentiments and security” (Robbins, Millett & Waters-Marsh, 2004, p.815-816). The struggle 
between Scientific Management and the Human Relations Movement are very apparent in 
current literature about management and leadership and brings to surface the question what is 
more important; the people in an organization or the product? This remains a primary question in 
leadership and management literature today (Pugh & Hickson, 1989).  
Glass et al. (2000) examined the relationships between school superintendents and school 
boards and found that 37% of school superintendents who responded to a nationwide survey 
reported that policy creation and implementation was a shared activity between superintendents 
and school boards. A survey of New York school superintendents (New York Council of School 
Superintendents and the Membership Committee, 2001) revealed that more than 90% of 
superintendents indicated they were working with a highly supportive and collaborative board. 
These findings illustrate the evolution of a collaborative working relationship between school 
board members and school superintendents, which historically has been challenging (Kowalski, 
1995). Other studies have focused on school superintendents’ political interactions with other 
agencies and professional organizations, such as federal, state, and local government agencies, 
teacher unions, business and community groups, and social agencies (Blumberg, 1985; Jackson, 
1995; Johnson, 1996). In many large urban school districts, school superintendents are expected 
to maintain relationships with mayors and governors while at the same time nurturing 
relationships with various community agencies (Callahan, 1996b; Kowalski, 2003a).  
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In the latter part of the 20th century the political nature of the superintendency became 
even more pronounced (Cuban, 1998; Glass et al., 2000; Kowalski, 1995) as a result of 
numerous demographic changes and political factors. These factors included the demographic 
shift that occurred as urban populations became primarily comprised of racial minorities and 
immigrants, increased poverty across the United States, increased numbers of students with 
special needs being identified and served in school systems, increased federal and state mandates 
for school districts, unrelenting demands from teacher unions, and the implementation of site-
based management practices (Jackson, 1995).  
Since the creation of the school superintendent position, the instructional, political, and 
managerial roles have emerged as important responsibilities and have proven to be integral to the 
professional success of the individual holding this position. However, issues emerging at the turn 
of the 21st century have made it necessary for school superintendents to have a primary focus on 
leadership for student learning while, at the same time, maintaining managerial and political 
leadership proficiency (Copland & Knapp, 2006; Duke, Grogan, & Tucker, 2003; Glass, 2001; 
Rose, 2004; Winston, 2008). 
 
Factors Contributing to Changing 21st-Century Leadership Demands 
Educational reforms in the latter part of the 20th-century and continuing in to the 21st-
cemtury have made school districts accountable for evidencing gains in student achievement 
(Kowalski, 2004; Lashway, 2003; Paige, 2006). Other factors, such as inequities in educational 
opportunities for the poor, racial minorities, and other disenfranchised youth, have prompted 
superintendents to address issues that act as barriers to student learning (Elmore, 2003). These 
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factors have made it necessary for school superintendents to adopt a leadership approach that 
focuses on student learning.  
Before the 1980s effective school movement, relatively little research was conducted that 
examined school governance, in particular, as it related to the role of the school superintendent 
(Kowalski, 1995). That changed in 1983, however, when a report entitled A Nation at Risk, 
released by the National Commission on Excellence in Education (National Commission on 
Excellence in Education [NCEE], 1983), suggested that education in the United States was 
mediocre. The report looked closely at U.S. public school systems, colleges, and universities to 
investigate the perceived declining state of the nation’s educational systems (Goldberg & James, 
1983), and it served as an impetus for an investigation into the quality and competency of the 
public school educational system and the officials responsible for student success (Murphy, 
2003).  
A Nation at Risk called on school boards and school superintendents to address numerous 
criticisms (Carter & Cunningham, 1997). The report provided recommendations about the 
following: (a) content, (b) standards and expectations, (c) time, (d) teaching, (e) leadership, and 
(f) fiscal support. The recommendations included increasing high school graduation 
requirements in English, math, science, social studies, and computer science, and the report 
suggested creating a more rigorous curriculum with measurable standards, raising college 
entrance requirements, and increasing instructional time. The report also suggested teaching and 
leadership improvements that would be necessary to meet the increased rigor resulting from the 
implemented reforms (NCEE, 1983). The responsibility for education reform and, in particular, 
improved student achievement and accountability landed squarely on the school superintendent 
(Glass & Franceschini, 2007; Knapp et al., 2003; Rose, 2004; Watson, 2008). School 
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superintendents’ instructional leadership competencies were challenged, and it became necessary 
for superintendents to understand how students learn and to learn about the influence of their 
leadership practices on student learning outcomes (Waters & Marzano, 2006). 
Two decades after the release of A Nation at Risk, a more stringent federal reform 
mandate, No Child Left Behind (NCLB), was signed into law on January 8, 2002, and it 
reinforced the responsibility of the superintendent as instructional leader while adding significant 
levels of accountability for improved student achievement (Rose, 2004). The NCLB legislation 
was a revision of the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), and it is regarded 
as the most significant federal education policy initiative to date (Rose, 2004). The overall 
purpose of the law is to ensure that each child in the United States meets the learning standards 
prescribed by the state in which he or she lives. The law stipulates that each school must ensure 
that every student meets or exceeds minimum proficiency in the areas of reading and 
mathematics by the end of the 2013–2014 school year.  
The NCLB legislation includes the following: (a) annual testing of all students against 
state standards in reading and mathematics in grades 3–8 and in science three times, including 
once in high school; (b) a state definition for determining whether a school, district, and the state 
are making adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward the goal of all students meeting minimum 
proficiencies by the end of the 2013–2014 school year; and (c) technical assistance and sanctions 
for schools, districts, and the state for failure to make AYP (Department of Education, 2002). 
The ultimate goal of NCLB is to guarantee that all students graduate from high school. 
Achieving the goals of the legislation has been difficult for many of the nation’s school systems, 
and a growing number of school districts have been penalized for failing to meet AYP (Fullan, 
2005).  
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Since the enactment of NCLB, researchers have expressed mixed levels of support and 
identified several concerns with the legislation. Popham (2004) explained that the most serious 
problem with NCLB is that expectations for student achievement have been set unrealistically 
high, and based on current improvement statistics, nearly all schools will fail to meet NCLB. 
Linn (2005) noted that in 2003 no state or large district was close to having 100% of their 
students performing at the basic level, much less the proficient level, in Grade 4 or Grade 8 on 
the reading or mathematics tests on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 
Rose (2004) suggested that NCLB did not address gaps in learning for subgroups of American 
Indians, Asians, Hispanics, Blacks, and Whites and did not deal with limited English proficient, 
special education, migrant status, and free and reduced-priced lunches 
Former U.S. Secretary of Education Rod Paige (2006) asserted that NCLB is the 
culmination of more than a half-century of urgent but largely unheeded calls for reform of the 
public education system in the United States (Paige, 2003). He explained the rationale for the 
design of NCLB and responded to several criticisms of the legislation, including the notion that it 
is a one-size-fits-all mandate and its improvement targets are unrealistic. He argued that the 
nation’s public schools must become more responsive to the needs of students and their families 
in order to remain viable. Finally, Paige contended that subsequent reauthorizations must remain 
true to NCLB’s original goal of holding school systems and their leadership accountable for 
equipping all students with the academic skills necessary to be successful contributors to society. 
Although the NCLB legislation has received mixed reviews, numerous researchers 
acknowledge the positive effects of the legislation. Winston (2008), Rose (2004), Linn (2005), 
and Hunter and Brown (2003) asserted that the strength of the NCLB legislation resides in the 
requirement that school district officials confront instructional deficiencies that affect student 
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achievement. Winston (2008) noted that NCLB has publicly exposed the achievement gaps that 
exist among student subgroups in the United States. This recognized strength, ironically, has 
become the most significant concern as many educators believe it to be unfeasible for all 
students, regardless of race, sex, or other demographic factors, to reach 100% proficiency as 
measured by their state-level assessments by the 2013–2014 academic year (Hunter & Brown, 
2003; Rose, 2004). Suggesting that the basic premise of NCLB should be embraced by all, 
Winston (2008) asserted that the legislation has caused dramatic student achievement gains in 
U.S. schools. Together, the publication of A Nation at Risk and the authorization of the NCLB 
legislation have resulted in unprecedented levels of educational reform, a deeper focus on student 
achievement, and increased accountability for the 21st-century school superintendent (Glass, 
2001; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Marland, 1970; Rose, 2004; Winston, 
2008). However, additional reform introduced by President Obama has taken a different 
approach attempting to once again raise the education bar supporting improved student 
achievement for all students. 
 President Obama has continued to focus on education reform policy as a top priority. In 
February 2009, President Obama signed into law the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
of 2009 (ARRA), historic legislation designed to stimulate the economy, support job creation, 
and invest in the financial support of education (United States Department of Education [USDE], 
2009). The ARRA provides a foundation for education reform by supporting investments in 
innovative educational strategies likely to lead to improved student outcomes, long-term gains in 
school and school system capacity, and increased productivity and effectiveness (USDE, 2009). 
The ARRA provided $4.35 billion for a Race to the Top Fund. This competitive grant program 
was designed to encourage and reward states willing to create conditions for education 
30 
innovation and reform through achieving significant improvements in student outcomes, 
including making substantial gains in student achievement, closing achievement gaps, improving 
high school graduation rates, and ensuring student preparation for success in college and careers. 
The program focused on implementing plans in four core education reform areas: 
1.  Adopting standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college and 
the workplace and to compete in the global economy 
 
2.  Building data systems that measure student growth and success, and inform teachers 
and principals about how they can improve instruction 
 
3.  Recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and principals, 
especially where they are needed most 
 
4.  Turning around our lowest-achieving schools. (USDE, 2009, p. 2) 
 
The federal Race to the Top competition is intended to reward states (McNell & Maxwell, 2011) 
that have demonstrated success in raising student achievement and have the best plans to 
accelerate their future reforms (USDE, 2009). These states will offer models for others to follow 
and will share successful reform initiatives across their states and across the nation. As 
educational reforms focused on improved student outcomes continue to reshape the educational 
landscape in the United States, it becomes increasingly important for 21st-century 
superintendents to be grounded in instructional leadership for student learning (Knapp et al., 
2003).  
 
Inequities in Education 
Several researchers (e.g., Apple, 2001; Elmore, 2003; Kozol, 2005a; Watson, 2008) have 
insisted that a significant factor contributing to the achievement gaps among students is the 
inequity that exists in U.S. school systems. Kose (2005) suggested that one of the most pressing 
national educational issues concerns the persistent inequities in schools and the resulting poor 
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student outcomes. Elmore (2003) asserted that inequities in education for the poor, minorities, 
and other youth present perhaps one of the most daunting challenges facing school 
superintendents in the 21st-century. He stated that as a precursor to addressing student 
achievement gains, an effective superintendent first must address educational inequities that exist 
in the school organization. Although inequities in education have always existed in the United 
States (Kowalski, 2003b), eliminating the presence of inequality has proven to be a daunting task 
over the course of our nation’s history.  
Educational inequities are tied to a number of variables, none more prominent than the 
inequitable distribution of educational funds across school systems and the lack of a universal 
and fair funding formula in many states (Apple, 2001; Elmore, 2003; Ferguson, 1991; Kose, 
2005). Many scholars (Elmore, 2001; Ferguson, 1991; Howley & Bickel, 1999; Koski & Levin, 
2000; Kozol, 2005b; Meyer, Mullens, & Moore, 2000; Scheele, 2003) have asserted that school 
funding levels have a direct effect on student achievement. Kozol (2005a) further argued that if 
funds are invested in appropriate educational programs, facilities, and quality teachers, there will 
be an increase in student achievement. However, policymakers do not appear to be willing to 
increase state funding formulas to equitable levels in U.S. school systems (Watson, 2008). 
Financial inequities pose one serious barrier for school superintendents to overcome in 
attempting to achieve equitable learning opportunities and outcomes for all students (Kose, 
2005). Not all researchers support the notion that increased funding produces improved student 
outcomes. Elmore (2008) argued that having sufficient financial resources without understanding 
how to allocate the resources equitably is a waste of time and money. This notion, once again, 
reinforces the importance of adopting a leadership approach that embraces instructional 
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leadership for student learning and the ability for a superintendent to effectively implement the 
framework. 
Scheele (2003) advanced the argument that contrary to the political rhetoric linked to 
education, there is not now and never has been a crisis in education in the United States. He 
contended that the existing educational structure supports the working-class system prevalent in 
the United States. Scheele further asserted that although inequities do exist the current structure 
fits the demands of the present-day workforce, and there is no crisis in education, only inequity, 
which is a distinctly different issue.  
Ferguson (1991) and Scheele (2003) used the expression “quality education” (p. 25) to 
describe the necessary elements needed to move toward equity in education and defined quality 
education as “the basic requirements acceptable by educated people for the education of their 
own children” (Scheele, 2003). Ferguson (1991) and Scheele (2003) noted that numerous 
elements must be present in order for students to receive equitable and quality educational 
experiences: (a) appropriate funding, (b) adequate learning environment, (c) qualified teachers, 
and (d) high-quality appropriate curriculum. According to Ferguson (1991), quality education 
has a significant influence on student achievement. In his 1991 study of the Texas educational 
system involving more than 900 Texas school districts educating more than 2.4 million students, 
Ferguson concluded that the difference in quality education accounted for between one-fourth 
and one-third of the variation in student achievement scores among Texas school districts.  
Meyer et al. (2000) noted that student learning is affected by the quality of the teaching 
force, types of instructional methods used in the classroom, and the overall culture and 
atmosphere of the school. Their research illustrated that school quality factors can affect student 
learning in both direct and indirect ways. For example, school context characteristics, such as the 
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quality of school leadership, can affect teacher performance and learning goals teachers are able 
to accomplish in the classroom, which, in turn, may influence student learning. In addition, 
various teacher attributes can affect educational quality and student learning (Marzano, Waters, 
& McNulty, 2005).  
Ferguson (1991) pointed to the importance of early education and its positive effects on 
student achievement, and parents who understand the importance of early education use a 
number of different methods to stimulate their children’s sense of learning. These parents 
attempt to stimulate their children to (a) enjoy school, reading, learning, and thinking; (b) learn, 
learn to learn, and learn to think; and (c) develop the capacity for constructive interpersonal 
relationships (Scheele, 2003) Some researchers (Elmore, 2003; Ferguson, 1991) have suggested 
that quality education includes early intervention for students (e.g., testing, Head Start programs, 
or full-day kindergarten), but these programs require additional financial resources, which as 
stated earlier, are difficult to find.  
The A Nation at Risk report, the NCLB legislation, and the inequities that exist in schools 
across the United States continue to influence the ever-changing educational landscape and the 
call for leadership practices that focus on student learning and related outcomes (Elmore, 2003; 
Murphy, 2001; Winston, 2008). The changes in the skills necessary to focus on leadership for 
learning have created questions about the effectiveness of university-based superintendent 
preparation programs and whether they provide aspiring school district leaders with the essential 
knowledge and skills needed to be effective superintendents (Archer, 2005; Grogan & Andrews, 
2002; Hess, 2003; Kowalski, 2004; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2001).  
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Superintendent Leadership in the 21st Century 
The school superintendent role has evolved from a relatively manageable position to an 
increasingly complex position, and school superintendents are more accountable for student 
achievement today than they were in the past (Kowalski, 2003a: Kowalski & Brunner 2011). It is 
clear that 21st-century school superintendents must possess a variety of skills in order to lead 
their districts successfully, and leadership for student learning is paramount among all these 
skills (Elmore, 2000; Grogan, 2002; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; Knapp et al., 2003; 
Kowalski, 2003b; Murphy, 2005; Winston, 2008). The chief educational leader must see him- or 
herself as “an educator, not a manager, a politician, or jack-of-all trades” (Marks, 1981, p. 258). 
The instructional leadership focus possessed by early school superintendents has reemerged with 
the onset educational reform acts over the past 30 years (Copland & Knapp, 2006; Glickman, 
2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Kowalski, 2003b; Kowalski & Brunner 2011; Sergiovanni, 2005; 
Young & Kochan, 2004), and it has matured into an approach that expands beyond merely 
instructional practices and embraces leadership for student learning as best practice.  
A number of leadership models cited in the literature address instructional leadership. 
Many of the successful models feature a collaboration element, emphasizing leadership of 
teaching and learning practices as a core strategy (Copland & Knapp, 2006; Fullan, 2005; 
Glickman, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005; Young & Kochan, 2004). This review 
focuses on the leadership for learning model, a comprehensive leadership model supported by 
leading educational scholars (Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Copland & Knapp, 2006; Fullan, 2005; 
Glickman, 2002; Sergiovanni, 2005; Young & Kochan, 2004) as best practice for 21st-century 
school superintendents. The leadership for learning model includes aspects of the political and 
managerial roles, but leading for student learning is the core focus of this model. 
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Leadership for Learning. Copland and Knapp (2006) described Leadership for 
Learning as a leadership model that supports superintendent leadership efforts that focus on 
improved student learning. The model outlines five actions that school superintendents can take 
to improve student achievement:  
1. Establish a focus on learning, which is accomplished by focusing attention on 
teaching and learning. 
 
2. Build professional communities that value learning, which is accomplished by 
nurturing work cultures that value and support learning. 
 
3. Engage external environments that matter for learning, which is accomplished by 
building relationships and securing resources from outside groups that can foster 
students’ or teachers’ learning. 
 
4. Act strategically and share leadership, which can be accomplished by mobilizing 
efforts along multiple pathways that lead to the student, professional, and system 
learning and distributing leadership across levels and among individuals in different 
positions. 
 
5. Create coherence, which can be accomplished by connecting student, professional, 
and system learning along with learning goals. (Copland & Knapp, 2006, p. 12) 
 
Leadership for learning provides a framework that requires district administrators to 
rethink their leadership approaches, how leadership works, and why they need to practice 
leadership for learning in order to effectively lead a school district (Sergiovanni, 2005). The 
primary focus of the leadership for learning approach is to build trust among stakeholders, create 
a vision, and develop relationships in which principals, teachers, parents, and students share 
values, goals, and beliefs (Sergiovanni, 2005). School superintendents who successfully 
implement leadership for learning strategies create resilient school systems that possess shared 
leadership, collaborative cultures, and continuous learners. Leadership for learning approaches 
enable superintendents to create powerful, equitable learning opportunities for students, 
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professionals, and the school system as a learning organization (Copland & Knapp, 2006; Knapp 
et al., 2003).  
Although the focus of leadership for learning remains on a learning agenda, political and 
managerial roles also are essential components of this model, with components designed to 
maximize stakeholder involvement and build coherence (Glickman, 2002). This model, for 
example, promotes professional development because teachers perceive that leaders who provide 
ongoing dialogue with staff and opportunities for professional development have a more positive 
influence on student learning (Blase & Blase, 2000). Knapp et al. (2003) noted that 
superintendents could promote powerful, equitable learning by using leadership for learning 
strategies because this model enables superintendents to positively affect student, professional, 
and system learning: “Central to these assertions about leading for learning is the notion that 
leaders not only set the stage for professional learning, they also take concrete steps along 
pathways that lead to student, professional and system learning” (p. 13). Given that budget and 
finance, personnel administration, and effective public relations continue to be critical elements 
for successful leadership, it is likely that school boards and other educational stakeholders will 
need to reassess their role expectations for school superintendents and allow them to create 
school districts that focus on learning, which is the core business of education (Bredeson & 
Kose, 2007). 
Superintendents who successfully implement the leadership for learning model’s five 
strategies (Knapp et al., 2003) may positively influence a school district’s ability to create 
equitable learning opportunities for students, provide professional opportunities for staff, create a 
quality school system, and, most important, improve student outcomes (Copland & Knapp, 2006; 
Glickman, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005). The first step is establishing a focus on 
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learning, which requires district administrators, building-level administrators, and teachers to 
maintain a consistent public focus on teaching and learning. The message must be communicated 
publicly so all stakeholders know the objectives of teaching and learning. To establish a culture 
that focuses on teaching and learning requires building consensus around an improvement 
agenda. Healthy learning cultures are created by engaging teachers and the community in 
collaborative conversations about high-stakes testing, professional research about teaching and 
learning, and student achievement data (Copland & Knapp, 2006; DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & 
Karhanek, 2004; Sergiovanni, 2005). In this process, superintendents can increase stakeholder 
confidence by communicating successful teaching and learning experiences. Consensus is 
reached and competing interests are minimized when instructional goals have been created and 
students are successful as the result of effective, research-based strategies. Knapp et al. (2003) 
offered five core values necessary to create a foundation for improvement:  
1. Ambitious standards for student learning: A high level of skills and understanding 
and skills in the area of learning are critical.  
 
2. Belief in human capacity: Students and professionals can meet ambitious learning 
standards if they have effective instruction and support.  
 
3. Commitment to equity: Achievement gaps among students who differ by class, race, 
ethnicity, and language must be narrowed and ultimately eliminated.  
 
4. Belief in professional support and responsibility: Teachers and administrators must 
share responsibility and hold one another accountable for improving educational 
quality and equity. 
 
5. Commitment to inquiry: Using evidence to evaluate and change practice is essential 
to continuous improvement and learning. (p. 16) 
 
Establishing a focus on learning is difficult and requires substantial time and effort. 
Successful school superintendents who focus on learning take into consideration all the factors 
that affect student learning. They create a collaborative process that includes appropriate 
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stakeholders, and as a result, they are able to develop a culture that has an essential, unwavering 
focus on student learning (Sergiovanni, 2005). 
The leadership for learning model promotes the creation of professional communities that 
value learning. DuFour et al. (2004) asserted that learning communities are created by 
developing nurturing work cultures that value and support professional learning that positively 
influences student achievement. It may be difficult to develop a collaborative work environment 
because the traditional educational culture historically has involved teachers working in isolation 
in their individual classrooms, which DuFour (1999) termed the “independent contractor 
phenomenon” (p. 13). In order to break down barriers that interfere with the formation of a 
collaborative culture, leaders must engage staff in meaningful conversations, build trust, and 
explain how working together will enable staff to be more effective, efficient, and potentially 
better instructors. In order for a collaborative culture to be successful, school leaders must create 
working environments in which learning opportunities exist for staff and accountability is in 
place for improving teaching and learning (DuFour et al., 2004; Knapp et al., 2003). The 
leadership for learning model includes creating professional communities that consist of 
interdisciplinary teams, teacher networks, content-specific departments, and other district 
structures. When superintendents successfully implement learning communities, stakeholders 
establish strong relationships, and the results include a more positive learning environment and 
increased student achievement (Glickman, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005). 
The leadership for learning model identifies external environments that affect learning 
and points out that superintendents must interact with the local community and other external 
agencies in ways that define and create learning opportunities for students, staff, parents, and 
community members (Knapp et al., 2003). Copland and Knapp (2006) insisted that turning 
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external environments into a resource for educational improvement is a central component to 
leadership for learning. In this process, school superintendents focus on building relationships 
with individuals and groups in order to gather support for a school district’s learning agenda. 
Along the way, school superintendents must anticipate adverse reactions from the community. 
When political resistance occurs, superintendents must design plans to manage potential conflict, 
and superintendents who demonstrate fiscal responsibility and transparent management build the 
necessary trust with the stakeholders who must support a school district’s learning agenda.  
The leadership for learning model suggests that a school district’s learning agenda is 
supported by staff when they are included in strategic planning and share leadership 
responsibilities. To accomplish shared leadership, school leaders must distribute leadership 
responsibilities across multiple levels and positions (Knapp et al., 2003). Leadership for learning 
challenges superintendents to plan learning opportunities for students and staff using existing 
policies, professional development, and management structures. Empowering teachers by 
distributing leadership opportunities enhances the superintendent’s ability to build consensus, 
and superintendents who empower staff members can more readily implement changes in the 
school system (Knapp et al., 2003). 
Superintendents who are learning leaders create coherence in a school system by being 
clear about the methods that will be used to improve student achievement (Copland & Knapp, 
2006). Collins (2001) explained that great leaders are able to simplify complex matters into a 
single idea, basic principle, or concept that unifies and guides the process. He noted the 
importance of identifying a central theme and ignoring the minutia. The ability to provide clarity 
allows the district staff to focus on a central theme, develop and use similar vocabulary, and 
achieve common goals (DuFour et al., 2004). According to Knapp et al. (2003), “coherence 
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means more than aligning learning and improvement activities. It also involves developing 
consensus for carrying out improvement activities, linking activities to a compelling vision that 
emphasizes powerful, equitable student learning, and allocating resources to the activities” (p. 
27). Superintendents can build coherence by persistently and publicly describing the school 
district’s learning agenda. Over time, a consistent message is delivered that clearly outlines a 
school district’s learning agenda to all members of the learning community.  
It is essential for a leadership model to feature a collaborative approach with leading for 
learning at its core. Many educational scholars (e.g., Andrews & Grogan, 2002; Fullan, 2005; 
Glickman, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005; Young & Kochan, 2004) have agreed 
that if school administrators act as learning leaders, school system improvements will follow, 
including enhanced student achievement. The leadership for learning model provides a structure 
for leadership that integrates strategies necessary for 21st-century school superintendents to be 
effective, but more important, its main focus is student learning. University-based leadership 
preparation programs to consider including leadership for learning strategies that address gaps in 
present day training for aspiring school superintendents (Andrews & Grogan, 2002; Knapp et al., 
2003; Levine 2005).  
Recent research (Copland & Knapp, 2006; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom, 
2004) has suggested that successful superintendents can play a significant role in improving 
student learning. This research found that leadership is second only to classroom instruction 
among all school-related factors that contribute to what students learn at school and that 
leadership effects are usually largest where and when they are needed the most (Wormeli, 2006). 
These results point to the value of incorporating information on leadership for learning strategies 
into university-based school superintendent preparation programs (Knapp et al., 2003; Levine, 
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2005; Leithwood et al., 2004). Leithwood et al. (2004) examined available evidence and 
concluded that successful leadership can play a significant role in improving student learning, 
and improved leadership is key to the successful implementation of large-scale reform. 
Leithwood et al. (2004) maintained that both district and local school leadership provide a 
critical bridge between most educational reform initiatives and their consequences for students. 
In addition, effective leadership has the greatest influence in circumstances in which it is most 
needed (e.g., schools with low levels of academic performance). 
 
Superintendent Training and Licensure 
As has been noted, the role of the school superintendent has evolved over the past 180 
years, becoming more complex, demanding, and with unprecedented accountability 
responsibilities, and it is important for the administrator certification process to ensure the most-
qualified people are licensed to be school superintendents. Each of the 50 states has 
responsibility for the regulation of its educational systems and personnel; consequently, school 
superintendent licensure requirements are determined by each state (Cooper et al., 2002; 
Kowalski, 2005). During the 1980s, 41 of the 50 states had implemented specific curriculum 
content or program requirements for school superintendent licensure (Kowalski, 2005). All but 
three of these states specified the curriculum and coursework that were required, but 
surprisingly, only 25 states required aspiring school superintendents to have knowledge of 
effective classroom instructional methods (Murphy, 2003). More recently, Murphy (2005) 
reported that although 41 states continue to require specific coursework and additional 
experiential requirements for school superintendent licensure, more than half (54%) of these 
states grant waivers to individuals who have not met the necessary licensure criteria. In addition, 
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10 states (37%) provide alternative routes to school superintendent certification (Björk & 
Kowalski, 2005). In a period when school superintendent training is critical for ensuring 
effective leaders become school superintendents, it is important for training requirements leading 
to certification to match the changing role of the superintendent (Kowalski, 2003b; Kowalski & 
Brunner 2011).  
Superintendent licensure requirements have been a point of contention since the inception 
of the position (Callahan, 1996b). Concerns related to training and licensure accelerated in the 
1980s and continued to gain momentum at the turn of the 21st-century as a result of education 
reforms. Educational scholars (Björk & Kowalski, 2005; Grogan, 2003; Knapp et al., 2003; 
Kowalski, 1995; Murphy, 2003) contended that changes such as the elimination of weak and 
ineffective training programs, development of a national curriculum, adoption of leadership 
standards for licensure, and leadership training that focuses on student learning would produce 
better professional preparation and improve the licensure process. Those outside the education 
profession (Hess, 2003) argued for the deregulation of existing licensure requirements. One 
criticism of the status quo is recorded in Better Leaders of American Schools: A Manifesto 
(Broad Foundation & Thomas B. Fordham Institute, 2003). This document, which consists 
largely of anecdotal evidence and opinions, characterized existing training and licensure 
requirements across the 50 states as a series of needless hoops, hurdles, and requirements and 
contended that the prerequisites for superintendent licensure should be reduced merely to a 
college education and careful applicant background check (Broad Foundation & Thomas B. 
Fordham Institute, 2003).  
At a time in education history when it is imperative for educators to be knowledgeable in 
the best practices for teaching and learning, the licensure requirements for superintendents must 
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be sufficiently rigorous to ensure individuals aspiring to this position are adequately prepared. 
This does not seem to be the case, and significant differences in school superintendent training 
and licensure requirements have developed across the 50 states (Björk & Kowalski, 2005). As a 
result, Cooper et al. (2002) argued that uniform leadership standards should be adopted to 
provide a degree of standardization to the licensure process.  
 
Developing Leadership Standards 
Historically, numerous agencies have developed leadership standards in an attempt to 
guide leadership practice, preparation, and licensure for school superintendents. The origin of 
leadership standards lies with the American Association of School Administrators (AASA) 
Guidelines for the Preparation of School Administrators developed in early 1979 (AASA, 1979). 
These guidelines were the first widely used preparation standards for building-level and central-
office administrators (Hoyle, 1982). These standards included encouraging the development of a 
school climate and noted seven areas that are the responsibility of superintendents:  
1. Building support for schools 
2. Developing a school-wide curriculum 
3. Developing instructional management strategies 
4. Evaluating staff 
5. Developing staff competencies 
6. Allocating resources 
7. Evaluating and planning programs and policies (AASA, 1979)..  
The seven AASA standards subsequently became the foundation for standards and 
recommendations adopted by the National Council on the Accreditation of Teacher Education 
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(NCATE), the National Association of Elementary School Principals (NASSP), the National 
Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP), the Association of Supervision and 
Curriculum Development (ASCD), the NCEEA, the AASA, and the Interstate School Leaders 
Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) (Hoyle et al., 2005). In addition to its guidelines, in 1985, AASA 
published Principles for Effective School District Governance and Administration, which 
consisted of 14 standards related to superintendents’ responsibilities to the board, staff, students, 
and community. 
In 1989, the National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA) initiated the 
educational leadership standards movement when it recommended a national certification and 
licensure process for principals and superintendents. NPBEA is a national consortium of major 
stakeholders in educational leadership and policy, and its purpose is to provide a forum for 
collaborative action by organizations interested in the advancement of school and school-system 
leadership. NPBEA subsequently developed principal leadership standards that provided 
additional support for the educational leadership standards movement. NBPEA (1989) 
recommended a national certification and licensure process for principals and school 
superintendents that would be guided by factors such as changing demographics, at-risk students, 
technology, and long-range planning. According to NPBEA, effective standards that reflect the 
skills and training necessary for school superintendents to be successful leaders are an important 
element in leadership development, and therefore, these standards should play a prominent role 
in the curriculum of university-based superintendent preparation programs and state licensure 
requirements (Murphy, 2003). 
During the early 1990s, the AASA Commission on Standards for the Superintendency 
sought to update their guidelines in an attempt to “reflect [the] changing realities of public 
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schooling and superintendent leadership roles, reform [the] superintendent preparation 
enterprise, focus [on] staff development, provide criteria for employment and continuing 
performance evaluation, and guide state licensure, superintendent evaluation, and regional and 
national program accreditation” (Hoyle, 2004, p. 13). The commission was composed of 
executives from AASA, NBPEA, school superintendents, educational administration professors, 
and a consultant from Educational Leadership Services. The committee developed an initial set 
of professional standards that integrated the knowledge base in educational administration with 
research findings about performance, competencies, and skills exhibited by effective 
superintendents (Hoyle et al., 2005). In 1993, AASA published Professional Standards for the 
Superintendency. The eight professional standards and indicators generally follow the eight 
performance goals listed in Skills for Successful School Leaders (Hoyle, 2004; Hoyle et al., 
2005) and include the following:  
Table 1 
 
American Association of School Administrators: AASA Standards 
 
Standard 
number Standard general professional standards for the superintendency 
  
Intro Effective superintendents should be able to demonstrate identified competencies 
and  skills related to each of the eight standards. These standards have been 
validated  based on extensive research and collaboration with superintendent 
practitioners,  professors of educational administration, researchers, and other 
educational   professionals. The knowledge and skill areas lend themselves to 
performance data  that can be gathered from seminars, simulations, case studies, 
and other classroom or  field-based learning methods. 
  
1 Leadership and District Culture: Demonstrate executive leadership by 
developing a  collective district vision; shape school culture and climate; provide 
purpose and  direction for individuals and groups; demonstrate an understanding 
of international  issues affecting education; formulate strategic plans, goals, and 
change efforts with  staff and community; set priorities in the context of 
community, student and staff  needs; serve as an articulate spokesperson for the 
welfare of all students in a   multicultural context. (With 14 indicator  
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Table 1 (continued) 
 
Standard 
number Standard general professional standards for the superintendency 
  
2 Policy and Governance: Develop procedures for working with the board of 
education  that define mutual expectations, working relationships and strategies 
for formulating  district policy for external and internal programs; adjust local 
policy to state and  federal requirements and constitutional provisions, standards, 
and regulatory   applications; recognize and apply standards involving civil and 
criminal liabilities.  (With 5 indicators) 
  
3 Communications and Community Relations: Articulate district purpose and 
priorities  to the community and mass media; request and respond to community 
feedback; and  demonstrate consensus building and conflict mediation. Identify, 
track, and deal with  issues. Formulate and carry out plans for internal and 
external communications.  Exhibit an understanding of school districts as 
political systems by applying   communication skills to strengthen community 
support; align constituencies in  support of district priorities; build coalitions to 
gain financial and programmatic  support; formulate democratic strategies for 
referenda;  relate political initiatives to  the welfare of children. (With 17 
indicators) 
  
4 Organizational Management: Exhibit an understanding of the school district as a  
system by defining processes for gathering, analyzing, and using data for 
decision  making; manage the data flow; frame and solve problems; frame, 
develop priorities,  and formulate solutions; assist others to form reasoned 
opinions; reach logical  conclusions and make quality decisions  to meet internal 
and external customer  expectations; plan and schedule personal and 
organization work; establish procedures  to regulate activities and projects; 
delegate and empower at appropriate   organizational levels; secure and allocate 
human and material resources; develop and  manage the district budget; maintain 
accurate fiscal records. (With 13 indicators) 
  
5 Curriculum Planning and Development: Design curriculum and a strategic plan 
that  enhance teaching and learning in multiple contexts; provide planning and 
future  methods to anticipate occupational trends and their educational 
implications; identify  taxonomies of instructional objectives and validation 
procedures for curricular units,  using theories of cognitive development; align 
and sequence curriculum; use valid  and reliable performance indicators and 
testing procedures to measure performance  outcomes; and describe the proper 





Table 1 (continued) 
 
Standard 
number Standard general professional standards for the superintendency 
  
6  Instructional Management: Exhibit knowledge of instructional management by  
implementing a system that includes research findings on learning and 
instructional strategies, instructional time, advanced electronic technologies, and 
resources to maximize student outcomes; describe and apply research and best 
practice on integrating curriculum and resources for multicultural sensitivity and 
assessment strategies to help all students achieve at high levels. (With 12 
indicators) 
  
7 Human Resources Management: Develop a staff evaluation and development 
system  to improve the performance of all staff members; select appropriate 
models for  supervision based on adult motivation research; identify alternative 
employee   benefits packages; and describe and apply the legal requirements for 
personnel  selection, development, retention, and dismissal. (With 9 indicators) 
  
8 Values and Ethics of Leadership: Understand and model appropriate value 
systems,  ethics and moral leadership; know the role of education in a democratic 
society;  exhibit multicultural and ethnic understanding and related behavior; 
adapt   educational programming to the needs of diverse constituencies; balance 
complex  community demands in the best interest of the student; scan and 
monitor the   environment for opportunities for staff and students; respond in an 
ethical and skillful way to the electronic and printed news media; and coordinate 
social agencies and  human services to help each student grow and develop as a 
caring, informed citizen  (With 8 indicators) (American Association of School 
Administrators, 1993, pp. 6-11). 
 
 The AASA Commission on Standards for the Superintendency intended its work to be 
used to guide the improvement of professional preparation programs and ongoing professional 
development of individuals aspiring to school system administrative positions, especially the 
superintendent’s position. This revision was significant because it is the first time that standards 
had been created that focused on central-office leadership (Hoyle, 2004). 
The work of AASA and NBPEA paved the way for the formation of the Interstate School 
Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC), which was created in the early 1990s (Council of Chief 
State School Officers [CCSSO], 1996) and grounded in the belief that educational leaders are 
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accountable for improved student learning. This commitment was reinforced by the six ISLLC 
standards for educational leaders developed in 1996 (Appendix A). According to these standards, 
“a school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all students by”  
1. developing a shared vision within schools, 
2. creating cultures that support learning, 
3. ensuring safe, efficient, and effective learning, 
4. collaborating with the broad community, 
5. acting in a fair and ethical fashion, and 
6. understanding the socioeconomic, legal, political, and cultural in the contexts of 
school setting. (CCSSO, 1996, p. 8) 
The ISLLC standards stressed the importance of student success through leadership practice, 
reinforcing the need for effective training of all school administrators, including the school 
superintendent. 
The ISLLC standards were written by representatives from state and professional 
associations in a partnership with the NPBEA in 1994 and 1995 and supported by grants from 
the Pew Charitable Trusts and the Danforth Foundation. These standards, which integrated 
standards formulated for school superintendents and principals over the previous decade, were 
designed to include the roles of all educational leaders, and therefore, they did not include 
specific standards or performance indicators for specialized administrative positions, such as 
principals and school superintendents. The ISLLC standards were grounded in research that 
examined effective schools (Kelley & Peterson, 2002), and they produced a paradigm shift 
related to how building-level and school district leaders were prepared. The ISSLC standards 
subsequently became the basis for the Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) 
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standards, which have been used by educational leadership preparation programs to attain 
NCATE accreditation of school superintendent and principal preparation programs (NPBEA, 
2009). Table two illustrates the six ISLLC leadership standards 
Table 2 




1 A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and 
stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by the school 
community. 
  
2 A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and 
instructional program conducive to student learning and staff professional 
growth. 
  
3 A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by ensuring management of the organization, operations, and resources 
for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment. 
  
4 A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by collaborating with families and community members, responding to 
diverse community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources. 
  
5 A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner. 
  
6 A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of all 
students by understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger political, 
social, economic, legal, and cultural context. (Council for Chief State School 
Officers, 2008). 
 
Although the ISSLC standards have had a significant impact on leadership preparation 
and have been incorporated into leadership preparation licensure in 43 states, the leadership 
standards do have critics (Murphy, 2003, 2005). Achilles and Price (2001) argued that the ISLLC 
standards fail to identify a distinctive, research-based body of knowledge that would help leaders 
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decide what to do, not just how to do it. English (2002) offered a similar criticism concerning the 
NCATE standards, viewing them as an attempt to force-fit healthy, diverse programs into a 
standardized model. Murphy (2005), who was the chair of the ISSLC taskforce that developed 
the standards, countered that “these standards rest heavily on the research on productive schools 
and districts and on investigations of the women and men who lead schools where all children 
are well educated” (p. 169). He clarified that the regret of the consortium was that it did not 
systematically present the evidence supporting the development of the leadership standards, 
which would have been helpful in allaying some concerns of critics (Murphy, 2005). Perhaps in 
an attempt to address some criticisms and address areas that may have been overlooked in 1996, 
the ISSLC standards were revised in 2008 to provide more focused descriptors (Murphy, 2003). 
However, the primary tenets of the revised standards are closely aligned with the initial standards 
published in 1996. 
Hoyle et al. (2005) claimed that the standards most appropriate for school superintendent 
preparation are the ELCC Standards for Advanced Programs in Educational Leadership, which 
were endorsed and published by NCATE in 2002 (NPBEA, 2000). This document details seven 
program standards, which consist of the six ISLLC standards plus a seventh standard addressing 
internship requirements for aspiring school leaders. Although the ELCC leadership standards 
were derived from the 1996 ISLLC standards, Hoyle et al. (2005) noted an important distinction: 
The ELCC standards included separate descriptors for principal and school superintendent 









1 Candidates who complete the program are educational leaders who have the 
knowledge and ability to promote the success of all students by facilitating the 
development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a district vision of 
learning supported by the school community. 
  
2 Candidates who complete the program are educational leaders who have the 
knowledge and ability to promote the success of all students by promoting a 
positive school culture, providing an effective instructional program, applying 
best practice to student learning, and designing comprehensive professional 
growth plans for staff. 
  
3 Candidates who complete the program are educational leaders who have the 
knowledge and way that promotes a safe, efficient, and effective learning 
environment. 
  
4 Candidates who complete the program are educational leaders who have the 
knowledge and ability to promote the success of all students by collaborating 
with families and other community members, responding to diverse community 
interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources. 
  
5 Candidates who complete the program are educational leaders who have the 
knowledge and ability to promote the success of all students by acting with 
integrity, fairly, and in an ethical manner. 
  
6 Candidates who complete the program are educational leaders who have the 
knowledge and ability to promote the success of all students by understanding, 
responding to, and influencing the larger political, social, economic, legal, and 
cultural context. 
  
7 The internship provides significant opportunities for candidates to synthesize and 
apply the knowledge and practice and develop the skills identified in Standards 
1-6 through substantial, sustained, standards-based work in real settings, planned 
and guided cooperatively by the institution and school district personnel for 




The ELCC standards were revised in 2009 to align with the 2008 ISLLC revisions 
(NPBEA, 2009). A complete list of the six ELCC leadership standards and associated knowledge 
substandards is listed in Appendix B.  
Beyond the leadership standards previously mentioned, research-based leadership 
behaviors that yield improved student and district outcomes also have been identified. Waters 
and Marzano (2006) provided evidence that effective superintendent behaviors can have a 
positive correlation with student and district outcomes. Waters and Marzano identified six 
leadership behaviors that positively impact student outcomes. The six behaviors and 
responsibilities are listed in table 4. 
Table 4 
Waters and Marzano Effective Leadership Responsibilities 
Responsibility  
number Effective leadership responsibility 
  
1 Goal-setting process: The superintendent involves board members and 
principals in the process of setting goals. 
  
2 Non-negotiable goals for achievement and instruction: Goals for student 
achievement and instructional program are adopted and are based on relevant 
research. 
  
3 Board alignment with and support of district goals: Board support for district 
goals for achievement and instruction is maintained. 
  
4 Monitoring goals for achievement and instruction: The superintendent monitors 
and evaluates implementation of the district instructional program, impact of 
instruction on achievement, and impact of implementation on implementers. 
  
5 Use of resources to support the goals for achievement and instruction: 
Resources are dedicated and used for professional development of teachers and 
principals to achieve district goals. 
  
6 Defined autonomy; superintendent relationship with schools: The 
superintendent provides autonomy to principals to lead their schools, but 
expects alignment on district goals and use of resources for instructional 
purposes. (Waters & Marzano, 2006, pp. 17-18) 
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Waters and Marzano identified 27 empirical studies conducted since 1970 that used 
rigorous quantitative methods to examine the influence of school district leadership on student 
performance. Using a meta-analysis, data were combined from the separate studies into a single 
sample, creating what Waters and Marzano called the largest-ever quantitative examination of 
research on school superintendents. Combined, the studies involved 2,714 districts and the 
achievement scores of 3.4 million students. Waters and Marzano reported three major findings 
from the meta-analysis: 
1. District-level leadership matters. The researchers found a statistically significant 
relationship (a positive correlation of .24) between district leadership and student 
achievement.  
 
2. Effective superintendents have a focus on creating goal-oriented school districts. The 
researchers identified the following five district-level leadership responsibilities that 
have a statistically significant correlation with student achievement: (a) collaborative 
goal setting, (b) non-negotiable goals for achievement and instruction, (c) board 
alignment and support for district goals, (d) monitoring goals for achievement and 
instruction, and (e) use of resources to support achievement and instructional goals. 
All five of the responsibilities focus on goal setting, specifically in the area of 
teaching and learning goals.  
 
3. Superintendent tenure in a school district has a positive correlation with student 
achievement. (p. 17) 
 
Although there continues to be debate among educational researchers about what is necessary in 
school superintendent preparation programs (Elmore, 2008; Levine, 2005), school superintendent 
preparation program reform would benefit from the inclusion of the findings of the Waters and 
Marzano study that clearly explained superintendent behaviors and the training experiences that 
lead to improved student outcomes (Appendix C). 
Despite disagreements about which set of leadership standards or leadership behaviors 
may guide professional preparation for school superintendents (Hoyle, 2005), standards and 
leadership preparation continue to be an integral part of national educational policy discourse 
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(Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Waters & Marzano, 2006). Although the educational leadership 
field produced a set of standards that has been adopted by the vast majority of states, some 
(Crow & Slater, 1996) have argued that these standards fall short in addressing social challenges 
related to race, poverty, culture, and other social phenomena. Some institutions have altered their 
programs to address these issues, but other programs have not made the necessary changes 
(Crow & Slater, 1996). Regardless, the development of the AASA Guidelines for the 
Preparation of School Administrators in the early 1980s signified a major shift from a somewhat 
inconsistent model of leadership preparation to one emphasizing an established body of skills 
and competencies that could be incorporated into the curriculum leadership preparation programs 
across the nation (Hoyle et al., 2005).  
Various initiatives, including ISLLC, NCATE, and the effective leadership 
responsibilities and practices identified by Waters and Marzano, have resulted in leadership 
guidelines that continue to influence superintendent licensure and preparation reform across the 
United States. When contemplating the redesign of school superintendent preparation programs, 
it is important to use a collection of standards and research findings that are appropriate to the 
nature of the position (Cooper et al., 2003; Hoyle, 2004; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2005). Although 
standards are emerging as a framework for restructuring preparation programs, reformers must 
define how leadership standards can be used to address contemporary educational trends in the 
United States. Consequently, universities, professional associations, and private sector 
organizations will be faced with difficult challenges as they attempt to improve standards-based 
approaches to prepare school district leaders.  
When considering leadership standards to be used as a framework for revising leadership 
preparation or programs, it is apparent that the roles and responsibilities of school 
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superintendents and school principals are unique, and therefore, preparation programs should 
reflect the differences. Leadership standards are a necessary component of program development 
and licensure and it is important that the standards support the current focus of school 
superintendents on leadership for student learning (Björk & Kowalski, 2005; Cooper et al., 2002; 
Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hoyle et al., 2005; Knapp et al., 2003; Kowalski, 1995: Murphy, 
2003; Waters & Marzano, 2006).  
 
Superintendent Professional Preparation 
This section examines superintendent preparation trends. In particular, it discusses the 
concerns related to leadership preparation program requirements. The literature revealed that 
there is a significant amount of scholarship supporting the need for reform in school 
superintendent leadership preparation. The review also documents the limited empirical evidence 
supporting the call for school superintendent preparation program reform (Cooper et al., 2002; 
Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Grogan, 2002; Hoyle, 2004; Lashway, 2003; Levine, 2005; 
Murphy, 2003; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & Kochan, 2004). In addition, the literature review 
disclosed that empirical research relative to superintendent perceptions about their preparation is 
sparse (Cooper et al., 2002; Levine, 2005).  
 Historical perspective of superintendent preparation. The history of educational 
leadership preparation is relatively short, and its development lacks the organization and 
universal standards compared with programs for other professions, such as medicine, law, and 
dentistry (McCarthy, 1999), which have national boards that direct program standards, 
curriculum, instructional practices, and licensure. Formal school leadership training in the United 
States had its origins in the late 19th century when the first university-based programs were 
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established (Burndett, 2001), and higher education institutions have continued to be the entities 
primarily responsible for the preparation of school principals and superintendents (Murphy, 
2001). Since 1950, state education departments, universities, and professional organizations, 
which Hoyle (2006) called the “Iron Triangle” (p. 7), have collaborated to determine the 
requirements for state licensure. The resulting collaboration has significantly influenced the 
number and content of school superintendent preparation programs. Some critics (Hoyle, 2004; 
Hoyle et al., 2005; Levine, 2005) suggested that the leadership preparation curriculum at most 
higher education institutions is not coherent but consists of a collection of unrelated courses 
designed to meet state accreditation requirements promulgated 30 years ago. Although many 
scholars (Andrews & Grogan, 2000; Björk & Kowalski, 2005; Levine, 2005; Orr, 2006a; Orr & 
Pounder, 2006; Young & Kochan, 2004) have agreed there is a need for leadership training 
reform, there is significant disagreement about what specific elements are to be included in this 
reform (Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & Kochan, 2004). 
The issues of high-quality leadership preparation programs and the relevance of 
preparation programs for 21st-century educational leaders have been at the forefront of public 
discussion over the past decade (Cooper et al., 2003; Levine, 2005; Young, 2006). 
Unfortunately, there has been little research that investigated the quality and effectiveness of 
educational leadership preparation (Cooper et al., 2003; Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; 
Mansfield & Carpenter, 2008; Orr, 2006a; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young et al., 2007).  
School reform initiatives, such as NCLB and A Nation at Risk, have recommended that 
school leaders possess a strong sense of mission, demonstrate collaborative leadership, nurture 
personal development, encourage lifelong learning, and establish learning communities. 
Developing effective leadership will require leadership programs to change their curriculum to 
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more effectively align with leadership standards and practices and emphasize administrators’ 
roles as learning leaders, which is designed to meet school reform initiatives (Björk & Kowalski, 
2005; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003).  
Questions have arisen about whether graduate schools of education are designed to 
provide adequate training to prepare 21st-century learning leaders (Glasman & Glasman, 1997). 
Hoyle (2004) indicated “the profession has not yet conducted a definitive study on 
superintendent preparation programs, faculty and student enrollment and characteristics during 
the last decade” (p. 48). Superintendent preparation programs often are considered deficient 
because many merely are extensions of principal preparation programs, despite the nature of the 
work being qualitatively different for these two administrative positions (Cooper et al., 2004; 
Hoyle, 2004). Although there is a significant amount of debate about superintendent preparation 
programs and their effectiveness (Elmore, 2000; Grogan, 2002; Hess & Kelly, 2007, Levine, 
2005; Murphy, 2001; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & Kochan, 2004), there is little empirical 
evidence to support a particular design for program reform or practitioner satisfaction 
perceptions. 
Preparing superintendents for 21st-century leadership. Since the publication of A 
Nation at Risk in the early 1980s, school districts and their educational leaders have been 
criticized for a lack of direction and unsatisfactory global student outcomes. Educational leaders 
have been criticized for being unable to keep pace with societal changes and the inability to meet 
the educational needs of their students and communities (Glasman & Glasman, 1997). As a 
result, a national dialogue has emerged that contains a consistent stream of criticism about 
superintendent leadership preparation (Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003). Levine (2005) noted that 
criticisms of program quality have been voiced for more than 20 years: 
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In 1987, the National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration 
concluded that more than 60 percent of the existing school leadership programs were of 
such insufficient quality to remain open…most of the programs examined in the course 
of this study were inadequate. Some of them have the capacity for substantial 
improvement; many do not….It is the responsibility of leadership programs and 
education schools, their home universities, and the states to ensure that all leadership 
programs achieve minimum acceptable standards in each area. (p. 65) 
 
Traditionally, aspiring superintendents have gained content knowledge and training 
through university-based leadership preparation programs; however, as a result of the rapid 
changes in the role of the school superintendent over the past 30 years, there has been increasing 
debate about the effectiveness of superintendent leadership preparation. The issue of preparation 
for superintendent leadership is complex, complete with layers of historical disagreement, 
financial restraints, bureaucratic requirements, licensure, and personality issues (Orr & Pounder, 
2006). However, no single idea or innovative program can provide a universal leadership 
program design capable of satisfying all the critics (Glasman & Glasman, 1997). Even though 
there may not be a silver bullet answer, it is critical that effective preparation programs provide 
aspiring superintendents with the tools needed to improve student achievement.  
Although abundant scholarship (Björk & Kowalski, 2005; Glass et al., 2000; Levine, 
2005) exists that advocates for reform in school superintendent training, there are a limited 
number of empirical studies that support program reform. Griffiths, Stout, and Forsyth (1988) 
pointed out that previously “scholarly interest in the topic was sporadic and spotty” (p. 286). To 
illustrate the lack of high-quality empirical research linked to school superintendent preparation, 
Murphy and Vriesenga (2004) examined more than 2,000 articles on preparation published in 
leading school leadership journals from 1975 to 2002 and found that fewer than 3% of these 
publications involved empirical investigations, and most of the studies focused on principal 
preparation. Much of the scholarship in the area of superintendent preparation is based largely on 
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generalizations from studies conducted in the area of principal preparation (Cooper et al., 2002; 
Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Orr & Pounder, 2006); consequently, the debate continues about 
what elements should be included in superintendent preparation programs (Levine, 2005; Young 
& Kochan, 2004). In addition, Young et al. (2007) stipulated that the research investigating the 
quality and effectiveness of educational leadership preparation has received inadequate attention 
by the scholarly community.  
What scant scholarly attention has been focused on the topic of superintendent 
preparation compels programs under investigation to make critical changes. In the 1987 report 
Leaders for America’s Schools, the National Commission on Excellence in Educational 
Administration criticized university-based programs that prepare school superintendents and 
other school administrators (National Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration 
[NCEAA], 1987). In a nationwide review of the more than 500 educational leadership 
preparation programs, the University Council for Educational Administration (UCEA) found that 
a majority of programs were inadequate in numerous critical areas: (a) lack of collaboration with 
school districts; (b) lack of sequence, modern content, and clinical experiences; (c) lack of 
relevance to the demands of the job; (d) lack of systemic professional development of 
experienced administrators; and (e) lack of minorities and women in the profession (NCEAA, 
1987). 
More recently, Hackmann and McCarthy (in press) revealed significant findings 
illustrating the gap in university requirements for clinical experience. In an empirical study of 
university educational leadership department heads in the United States, data collected on 
clinical experiences for aspiring superintendents were provided by 40% of program heads (n = 
87). University requirements for clinical experience ranged from 27 to 1,000 clock hours, with a 
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mean of 270 hours. Hackmann and McCarthy found differences by institution type, as 
“comprehensive universities required an average of 287 hours of clinical experiences for 
superintendent licensure compared to 315 hours at doctoral universities and 219 hours at 
research universities. Non-UCEA institutions mandated 280 clock hours of clinical work for 
aspiring superintendents compared to 241 hours at UCEA institutions” (p. 37). These data 
illustrate a significant difference in program expectations that exist at university-based program 
throughout the United States. This difference in clinical experience is significant considering the 
critical importance of clinical experiences in providing hands-on training for aspiring 
superintendents (Glass, 2007; Levine, 2005, Orr, 2003; Young 2006). 
Historically, the American Association of School Administrators (AASA) has conducted 
the most prominent studies describing superintendent preparation in the United States. The 
AASA has conducted authoritative state of the superintendency reports every decade since 1923 
that have attempted to quantify superintendent perceptions about their preparation. Glass et al. 
(2000) examined AASA data from a 10-year period, which included survey responses from 
2,262 superintendents. They reported that two-thirds of superintendents in their study believed 
their preparation programs to be “good” (p. 127). In empirical studies conducted during the past 
30 years by AASA (Glass et al., 2001), superintendents identified the following weaknesses: (a) 
lack of hands-on application, (b) inadequate access to technology, (c) failure to link content to 
practice, and (d) too much emphasis on professors’ personal experience (p. 158). The Glass et al. 
(2000) study results did not dramatically differ from those of the 1982 and 1992 studies. Glass et 
al. (2000) concluded that a 21st-century school superintendent must spend significant time 
working with community groups, responding to state and federal mandates, and working with the 
public in the area of vouchers, home schooling, and privatization. The researchers contended that 
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the successful school superintendent must have “excellent communication skills, understand the 
instructional process, and work to create functional coalitions that will ensure financial and 
educational survival of the public school system” (p. 13).  
 In the mid-decade follow up study; Glass and Franceschini (2007) utilized a 15-question 
survey constructed by the AASA to survey superintendents across the United States. The 
questionnaire was sent electronically to a representative sample of 7,552 AASA members in the 
fall of 2007. At the close of the survey, 2,110 (28 percent) superintendents participated in the 
study. A total of 429 females and 1,681 males completed the survey; thus, 20 percent of the 
respondents were female and 80 percent were male. Data analysis was limited to descriptive 
statistics. Certain disaggregation was conducted to identify important findings (Glass & 
Franceschini 2007). The findings were:  
1, The estimated mean age of superintendents in 2006 (the year the study was conducted) 
 was 54.6 years is the oldest respondent group of any of the 10-year studies conducted by 
 the AASA. 76.7 percent of the respondents reported to be over age 50 (Glass & 
 Franceschini 2007). Linked with their additional research on this topic, Glass and   
 Franceschini (2007) suggest that superintendents are entering the superintendency later in 
 life than in previous studies and selecting to stay in schools or in central office positions 
 longer before entering the superintendency.  
 
2. Women superintendents comprised 21.7 percent of the survey respondents, which 
 represents an increase over previous studies. Citing the work of Market Data Retrieval, 
 Glass and Franceschini found that in the 2005-2006 school year there were 2,244 new 
 superintendents hired in the 13,251 school districts, denoting a turnover rate of 16.9 
 percent.  
 
3. Glass and Franceschini report that just over 39 percent of the superintendents included in 
 their study plan to retire in the next five years. Further, approximately 10,000 to 11,000 
 superintendent positions may turn over in the next five years.  
 
4. More than one-third of the superintendents reported not having been mentored prior to 
 becoming superintendent.  
 
5. More than 44 percent of those responding indicated they were under considerable stress 
 while that number rose to 59 percent when those under very great stress were included 
 (Glass & Franceschini 2007).  
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Although the level of job satisfaction expressed by superintendents remains high, 
superintendents expressed the need for preparation improvement in number of areas (e.g., 
increases in practice-based courses, increase in number of practitioner instructors, increase in 
finance training and development of board and superintendent relationship (Glass & 
Franceschini, 2007). 
 The most recent AASA study, The American School Superintendent: 2010 Decennial 
Study, conducted by Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young & Ellerson (2011), yielded surprising 
results in the demographics of superintendents, the changing responsibilities under federal 
guidelines, the influence of technology on position and the educational environment, and where 
they see themselves professionally in the near future (Kowalski, McCord, Petersen, Young & 
Ellerson, 2011). The study is based on an electronic survey of nearly 2,000 school 
superintendents in school districts across the United States. The work examines historical and 
contemporary perspectives on the superintendency, the characteristics and demographics of 
superintendents and their districts, superintendents’ professional experiences, their relationships 
with their school boards, the nature of the superintendent role itself, and the social and political 
climate in which superintendent’s work. Key findings include: 
1. The role of superintendents in America is becoming increasingly diverse, encompassing 
not only student achievement, but also the diversification of student and staff populations, 
the advancement of technology, expanded expectations from the government, the school 
board and the community, and the globalization of society. 
 
2. The percentage of female superintendents has increased substantially over the past 30 
years. Nearly one in four respondents in the 2010 AASSA study (24.1%) was a female. 
(In 2000, the percentage was 13.2, Glass, 2001. In 2006 the percentage was 21.7, Glass 
and Franceschini, 2007.) 
 
3. Non-minority group respondents more often entered the superintendency before the age 
of 46 than did their peers in the minority group. Minority group respondents were more 
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than twice as likely as their peers in the non-minority group to report that they had 
encountered discrimination in their pursuit of the superintendency. 
 
4. The level of job satisfaction expressed by superintendents remains high. A high 
percentage of respondents indicated that they would again seek to occupy the same 
position if given the chance to re-live their careers.  
 
5. Half (51%) of the respondents said that they planned to still be a superintendent in 2015. 
This finding suggests the probability of substantial turnover in the next few years. 
(Kowalski et al., 2011) 
 Kowalski et al. (2011) indicated that the role of the superintendent itself has changed. 
Technology has raised the expectations for communications among key stakeholders and the 
community. Respondents in the study indicated that the explosion of technology is one of many 
factor influencing the changing roles of the superintendent. Another factors mentioned is 
pressures linked to federal government and recent educational reform. Most superintendents are 
leery about both federal and state mandates. According to Kowalski et al. (2011) there are more 
superintendents today who believe No Child Left Behind is more of a liability than an asset. 
Further, superintendents are struggling to do more with fewer resources. This growing pressure 
coupled with the aging demographic of superintendents nationwide may be why 51 percent of 
respondents report they do not see themselves in this position by 2015 (Kowalski et al., 2011). 
Even after the release of the politically charged diatribe against the effectiveness of 
public schools contained in A Nation at Risk and reinforced by NCLB, educational research 
continues to lack specific focus on how school leaders are prepared; instead, research efforts 
often are focused on the overall performance of schools, the credibility of teacher training 
institutions, and the qualifications of teachers (Peterson & Finn, 1985). Although university-
based programs appear to be supported as the appropriate vehicle for school superintendent 
training (Andrews & Grogan, 2002; Elmore, 2008), post-NCLB studies (Grogan, 2002; Hess & 
Kelly, 2006; Lashway, 2003; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & 
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Kochan, 2004) have expressed concern about the state of school superintendent preparation and 
reinforced the need for program reform. This reform may not be possible without more empirical 
research that examines all aspects of superintendent preparation programs, including school 
superintendents’ views about their preparation for the job. 
Using the 1996 ISLLC standards as the framework for his survey research, Barnett 
(2004) examined the professional practices among principals, supervisors, and superintendents, 
as well as their feelings of preparedness as a result of their preparation programs. Respondents 
were asked to determine the frequency in which they practiced the standards and then rate the 
effectiveness of their graduate programs in preparing aspiring administrators for the identified 
standard. More than 2,000 administrators participated in this study. In all cases, frequency of 
completing the task was greater than the effectiveness of the preparation for particular 
responsibilities. Respondents recognized that the standards were in line with the daily activities 
of the leader but not necessarily as a component in preparation. The study yielded mixed 
reviews, with school leaders expressing satisfaction with some areas of training and 
dissatisfaction with other areas. 
In a controversial study of leadership preparation programs, Levine (2005) argued, 
“collectively, educational administration programs are the weakest of all programs at the nation’s 
schools” (p. 13). Levine used a nine-point template for assessing the quality of a university 
leadership training program and considered the following factors: program purpose, curricular 
coherence, curricular balance, faculty composition, admissions, degrees conferred, research, 
finances, and assessment (Levine, 2005). Table 5 lists the nine criteria Levine utilized to analyze 








1 Purpose: The program’s purpose is explicit, focusing on the education of 
practicing school leaders; the goals reflect the needs of today’s leaders, schools, 
and children; and the definition of success is tied to student learning in the 
schools administered by the graduates of the program. 
  
2 Curricular coherence: The curriculum mirrors program purposes and goals. The 
curriculum is rigorous, coherent, and organized to teach the skills and 
knowledge needed by leaders at specific types of schools and at the various 
stages of their careers. 
  
3 Curricular balance: The curriculum integrates the theory and practice of 
administration, balancing study in university classrooms and work in schools 
with successful practitioners 
  
4 Faculty composition: The faculty includes academics and practitioners, ideally 
the same individuals, who are expert[s] in school leadership, up to date in their 
field, intellectually productive, and firmly rooted in both the expertise are 
aligned with the curriculum and student enrollment. 
  
5 Admission: Admissions criteria are designed to recruit students with the 
capacity and motivation to become successful school leaders. 
  
6 Degrees: Graduation standards are high and the degrees awarded are appropriate 
for the profession. 
  
7 Research: Research carried out in the program is of high quality, driven by 
practice, and useful to practitioners and/or policy makers. 
  
8 Finances: Resources are adequate to support the program. 
  
9 Assessment: The program engages in continuing self-assessment and 
improvement of its performances. (Levine, 2005, p. 2) 
 
Levine conducted a 4-year study of 1,206 education schools and administered national 
surveys to deans, faculty, alumni, principals, superintendent, and parents. He also conducted site 
visits and developed case studies of 28 leadership preparation programs throughout the United 
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States. His findings remained consistent and reinforced the need to reform school superintendent 
preparation programs. Levine (2005) concluded that there were six problems connected to 
leadership preparation programs:  
1. irrelevant curriculum disconnected from responsibilities of the role; 
 
2. educational administration programs that maintain low admission standards and low 
completion rates; 
 
3. programs that are not well staffed and have a poor balance between full-time and 
adjunct professors; 
 
4. inadequate clinical experiences , such as internships and practicums; 
 
5. educational administration programs that confer inappropriate degrees, thus watering 
down the doctoral experience; and 
 
6. inadequate research that refuses to ask the significant questions, is not empirical, and 
is primarily theoretical and disconnected from practice. 
 
Although some scholars and policymakers (Grogan, 2002; Orr, & Pounder, 2006; Young, 
2006) have raised compelling arguments refuting Levine’s methodology and the accuracy of his 
conclusions, the most significant criticism (Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young, 2006) focuses on the 
generalization of his findings across all leadership preparation programs and Levine’s 
unwillingness to share the data collected from the study. Despite these criticisms, the study has 
drawn attention to the study of leadership preparation.  
Several researchers (Grogan, 2002; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & Kochan, 2004) take 
issue with a number of Levine’s (2005) conclusions. Young (2006), in a presentation to the 
Illinois Board of Higher Education on School Leadership Preparation, indicated that Levine’s 
study had several limitations that include ignoring reform efforts of leadership preparation 
programs, generalizing his findings to conclude that all preparation programs as inadequate, and 
using a flawed faculty and alumni sampling that did not include all the educational institutions in 
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the study and did not distinguish leadership programs. Despite a large dataset, little valid data 
were presented, and no connections to the data were made, making it difficult to differentiate 
between claims based on data or opinion. Finally, Young (2006) argued that Levine offered little 
understanding of educational topics, making recommendations for improvement unclear, and 
Levine greatly exaggerated the current state of national efforts to reform leadership preparation 
programs. Although the University Council for Educational Administration (UCEA), a 
international coalition of university-based leadership preparation programs, shares many of 
Levine’s (2005) concerns about the quality of candidates, preparation programs, quality of 
curriculum tied to practice, and quality of some faculty, the organization does not agree that this 
generalization applies to all preparation programs across the United States (Young, 2006). It is 
evident from the critical feedback related to Levine’s study that further empirical research is 
necessary. 
Even though controversy exists among researchers and scholars, many researchers (e.g., 
Cooper et al., 2002; Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; 
Hoyle, 2004; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2001; Waters & Marzano, 2006) assert that superintendent 
preparation programs require significant curricular reforms. Andrews and Grogan (2001) 
indicated that with few exceptions “few universities have programs tailored specifically for the 
superintendent position, although most Ph.D. and Ed. D. programs in educational administration 
are considered to be preparation programs for superintendents” (p. 16). Pointing out that it is not 
the “how” but the “what” (p. 12), Kowalski (2003s) suggested that the most important 
component of training is the curriculum, which stresses the importance of creating coursework 
that reflects the responsibilities of school superintendents.  
68 
A recurring theme in the available literature related to the need for curricular change is 
the lack of practical experience in school superintendent preparation programs. Fry, Bottoms, 
O’Neill, and Walker (2007) stressed that administrative preparation programs must be held 
accountable for relevant content and quality school-based internships. These researchers 
suggested that many of the field-based experiences are experiences in name only and fail to 
ensure the student a rich and meaningful experience. In short, these critics assert that school 
superintendent programs are steeped in theory and do not provide students with theory-to-
practice connections so that they have field-based opportunities to learn their craft. In today’s 
high-stakes era of improved student achievement, it is necessary for school district leadership to 
acquire the skills from adequately designed training programs that enable them to help improve 
student achievement. Fry et al. (2007) encouraged programs to create meaningful and sustained 
clinical internships that expose aspiring superintendents to problems of practice that occur 
throughout the calendar year. In addition, Meyer and Ashley (2006) emphasized a need to 
strengthen partnerships between university programs and school districts. They claimed that this 
enhanced relationship would address claims that university-based programs are out of touch with 
educational needs and also provide opportunities for future leaders to experience relevant on-site 
training in school settings. Levine (2005) concurred and reported that preparation programs 
“offered little in the way of meaningful clinical or field based experiences” (p. 41).  
In an attempt to develop recommendations for effective leadership preparation, UCEA 
convened the National Commission for the Advancement of Educational Leadership in 2002. 
The commission developed the following recommendations for revising leadership preparation 
programs:  
• Rigorous selection processes that give preference to women and racial minorities 
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• Cohort structures that foster collaboration and support 
 
• Research-based content that is focused on instruction, managing change, and 
organizational practice 
 
• Integrated curriculum that links all components of the preparation program around 
shared values and knowledge about effective practice 
 
• University-community collaborations that facilitate consistency between theory and 
practice 
 
• Field-based internships that engender the application of knowledge and skills under 
the tutelage of experts 
 
• Organizational arrangements that promote student retention, engagement, and future 
career placement 
 
• Systematic processes that engender program and coursework evaluation and 
improvement 
 
• Full-time, tenure-track faculty who are actively engaged in promoting relevant 
knowledge about the essential challenges of leadership and teaching 
 
• Low student-faculty ratio that is conjoined with active, student-centered instruction 
 
• Professional development opportunities readily available to and eagerly embraced by 
faculty. (Jackson & Kelly, 2002) 
 
Young (2006) suggested that scholars and students should lobby federal legislators about 
the urgent need for high-quality leadership programs and educate federal policymakers about the 
critical role UCEA can play in supporting high-quality leadership preparation. She concluded, 
“collectively, educational administration programs are the weakest of all programs at the nation’s 
schools” (p. 13). 
Petersen, Fusarelli, and Kowalski (2008) conducted a quantitative study of novice 
superintendent perceptions of preparation adequacy and problems of practice. The study included 
novice superintendents in four states (i.e., California, Missouri, North Carolina, and Ohio) who 
began their appointments at the start of the 2005–2006 school year. Participants were identified 
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through records obtained from the departments of education and superintendent associations of 
the four states. There were 200 novice school superintendents identified for the study, and 118 
(59%) completed the survey questionnaire. Findings revealed that novice school superintendents 
felt adequately prepared and were generally positive about their preparation programs, although 
in a few areas, such as school finance, school law, and school board relations, some respondents 
felt they could have been better prepared (Petersen et al., 2008). This study also provided several 
relevant findings that may promote improvements in leadership preparation and facilitate 
revisions to state administrator licensing policies. Petersen et al. (2008) indicated that critics 
arguing for deregulation (e.g., Hess, 2003) tend to focus largely or entirely on large urban 
districts where superintendents typically have dozens of associates, assistants, and directors. 
Allowing noneducators to be superintendents in school districts where there are no curriculum 
and instruction specialists is arguably not in society’s best interest. The overall findings and 
conclusions from the study support efforts for increased regulation of superintendent licensure 
and provide insights for improving academic preparation and changing state policy that could 
affect qualifications for this challenging position. 
The review of the literature revealed five relevant dissertation studies (Dance, 2002; Islet, 
1999; King, 2010; Lawrence, 2008; Wasilewski, 2007) that examined school superintendent 
preparation programs. Although none of the research studies included Illinois school 
superintendents and none presented a comprehensive curriculum to guide revisions, each study 
provides research and suggestions that add support to the call for revising school superintendent 
preparation programs.  
In a 2002 quantitative study, Dance examined the perceptions of 132 superintendents in 
the state of Virginia about their superintendent preparation programs and their ideas about 
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necessary changes. Dance reported that more than half of the survey respondents believed that 
modeling instruction, handling media in crisis situations, conflict mediation, gender issues, 
ethnic issues, time management, stress management, networking, using role models, the 
emotional impact of the position on oneself, the emotional impact of the position on one’s 
family, resume development, career planning, interview practice, and self-confidence building 
were either not emphasized in their preparation program or only slightly emphasized. In addition, 
Dance noted that the majority of respondents believed all the surveyed topics were moderately or 
heavily relevant to their position except for one topic. The only survey items that fewer than half 
of the superintendents believed was not relevant or slightly relevant was resume development. 
Dance identified three areas that superintendents believed needed to be changed in 
superintendent preparation programs: (a) more courses that were relevant to leadership, (b) less 
focus on theory, and (c) more sitting or retired school superintendents serving as professors. 
In a quantitative study using survey methods, Islet (1999) assessed gender differences in school 
superintendent preparation programs. This researcher also examined the emphasis on certain 
topics in the preparation programs and the relevance of the topics to the role of school 
superintendent. Islet invited 159 Texas school district superintendents to participate in the study, 
and 72 female and 62 male superintendents agreed to participate. Islet reported three findings: (a) 
there were more similarities than differences between males and females related to preparation 
satisfaction; (b) practicing male and female school superintendents agreed that expertise, not 
university programs, was the cornerstone of preparation for their positions; and (c) practicing 
school superintendents noted a discrepancy between certain curricular topics and their relevance 
to the job. Islet also reported that female respondents more frequently reported ratings of higher 
emphasis importance than their male counterparts. This finding supports research signifying that 
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female respondents routinely provide higher ratings of importance than do male respondents 
(L’Hommedieu, Menges, & Brinko, 1988, 1990). 
In a 2010 study, King examined the content, structure, and overall design of university-
based superintendent preparation programs in Pennsylvania to determine if the 26 state-approved 
providers of school superintendent certification reflected existing research and theory about 
effective school district leadership, particularly instructional leadership. The nonexperimental, 
cross-sectional case study used multiple sites with a descriptive research design. In particular, the 
King analyzed published documents and information from 26 approved school superintendent 
preparation programs to determine the degree to which the programs reflected the exemplary 
characteristics identified by scholars in the field. King’s findings indicated that there was little 
evidence that preparation programs had undergone significant revisions or been influenced by 
the relevant research, theory, and literature on effective school district administrator preparation. 
Although some technical changes were noted, there was no evidence of the adaptive changes 
needed for large-scale reform. 
In a qualitative study, Lawrence (2008) interviewed six Texas school superintendents and 
six Texas policymakers in an effort to describe university-based superintendent preparation 
programs, understand their expected outcomes, and offer suggestions for their redesign as more 
effective programs. This researcher investigated the effectiveness of university-based school 
superintendent preparation programs in three major competency areas of a superintendent’s 
work: (a) curriculum and instruction, (b) finance, and (c) governance. Within each of these 
competency categories, the research focused on performance-based skills, knowledge-based 
skills, and attitudes or beliefs. Lawrence conducted structured interviews with each group in 
order to obtain the participants’ opinions about the following: (a) the current state of university-
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based preparation programs, (b) whether the programs effectively prepare school superintendents 
to succeed in the field, (c) what might be done to redesign the programs in order to make them 
more responsive, and (d) the process needed to facilitate any suggested transition(s). Lawrence 
noted three primary themes in the interviews: (a) more grounding of preparation in practice, (b) 
field-based orientation, and (c) change in the nature of the school superintendent role. Lawrence 
concluded that many preparation programs require some degree of restructuring. In addition, 
preparation programs that are “poorly-aligned” or “somewhat well-aligned” (p. 34) with current 
best practice leadership standards must join the growing number of universities evaluating their 
school superintendent preparation programs.  
In a quantitative study, Wasilewski (2007) examined the extent to which school 
superintendents in New Jersey facilitated, processed, and engaged in activities related to the 
ISSLC standards. The ISLLC standards were analyzed from three different perspectives: (a) 
knowledge, (b) disposition, and (c) performance, with an emphasis on performance. Respondents 
were asked to complete a survey that included 50 questions related to the six ISLLC standards. 
School superintendents were asked to rate their level of performance for each question, which 
provided a clear indication of the degree to which each school superintendent felt he or she was 
able to perform the tasks outlined in the ISLLC standards. All the school district superintendents 
of New Jersey’s 541 public school districts were invited to participate, and the response rate was 
41%. Findings revealed that New Jersey school superintendents were confident in their ability to 
carry out the responsibilities of their position as outlined in the New Jersey Professional Growth 
Standards. The study also revealed that school district socioeconomic factors did not affect the 
degree to which the standards are implemented. The literature reveals that there are models and 
policies in place in the United States directing 21st century leadership training.  
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The superintendent leadership dissertation studies included in this review clearly indicate 
that there is a need for ongoing leadership training reform. In fact, with the exception of the 
Wasilewski (2007), the reaming four studies, Dance, 2002; Islet, 1999; King, 2010; Lawrence, 
2008, all stress the need for program reform. However, program reform efforts must originate 
beyond the walls of the university. Reform planning and mandates would have more creditability 
if they stem from federal or state government. This in turn would provide the necessary clout for 
systematic reform to occur at university based training programs in the United States.  
Mandated leadership training reform. In the spring of 2010, the Illinois General 
Assembly passed legislation, Public Act 96-0903, designed to more effectively prepare 
principals. It required five years to prepare Public Act 96-0903, and it is the result of 
recommendations from several different stakeholders. The Illinois State Board of Education 
(ISBE) and the Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE) hosted five Principal Preparation 
Program meetings with public and private university and preschool to grade 12 representatives. 
The group also hosted seven information sessions about changes in principal preparation 
coordinated with regional offices of education (ROEs) throughout the state (S. Hirsch, personal 
communication, November 4, 2010). According to Hirsh, more than 800 constituents 
participated in one or more of these meetings, and they discussed upcoming changes to principal 
preparation and provided feedback. 
Public Act 96-0903 requires providers of principal preparation programs to restructure 
their programs to include the following elements: careful selection of candidates aspiring to be 
principals or assistant principals, deep partnerships with school districts and ROEs, and intensive 
clinical experiences for these specific positions. These revisions are intended to provide 
opportunities for leadership practice as well as rigorous assessment of on-the-job leadership 
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performance, and they are designed to prepare aspiring school building leaders to successfully 
address 21st century educational challenges. This policy adoption for principal preparation 
supports the assertion that there is a gap between the spotlight that is shown on principal 
preparation compared to superintendent preparation (Cooper et al., 2003; Orr, 2003). Illinois 
Public Act 96-0903 provides an impetus for standards-based programming that also may be 
applied to superintendent preparation. This is yet another example illustrating the gap in focus 
between principal preparation and superintendent preparation. In this era of complex educational 
leadership, it is important that superintendent preparation receives a similar level of attention that 
is given to principal training (Cooper et al., 2002; Murphy, 2003). This example may also serve 
as a policy approach to guide reform efforts in superintendent preparation. 
Leadership training that addresses improved student outcomes is proving to be 
challenging as a result of the complex issues facing students and their communities in the United 
States (Elmore, 2008). Meyer and Ashley (2006) suggested that school leadership training 
programs should focus on preparing leaders who can improve student learning and overcome the 
myriad of challenges facing schools. Hoyle (2004) presented four challenges to be considered 
when evaluating and revising leadership preparation: (a) creating a curriculum that focuses on 
the changing work of superintendents, (b) redesigning professional preparation to embed 
learning that occurs in work contexts and supports learning through the use of technology, (c) 
ensuring that learning materials are designed to align with the new curriculum, and (d) 
redesigning student evaluation systems to align with AASA standards and improve student 
learning. It is clear from the literature that 21st-century school leaders need the ability to 
influence student learning in a positive manner.  
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Despite the controversy that exists about school superintendent preparation, there is 
consensus among many researchers (Grogan, 2002; Hess & Kelly, 2006; Lashway, 2003; Levine, 
2005; Murphy, 2003; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & Kochan, 2004) that reform must occur in 
superintendent preparation programs in order to keep pace with the emerging role of the 
superintendent. The literature builds a compelling case for leadership training that stresses 
leading for learning as a core component (Grogan, 2002; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & 
Kochan, 2004). It is clear from the literature review that there is a need for empirical research 
that examines superintendents’ perceptions about their preparation.  
 
Summary 
This review of the literature demonstrates that although superintendents are relatively 
satisfied with their preparation, superintendents and educational scholars (Grogan, 2002; Hess & 
Kelly, 2006; Lashway, 2003; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & 
Kochan, 2004) agree that there is an increasing need to revise school superintendent preparation 
programs to remain relevant with 21st-century teaching and learning and education reform 
mandates. It is also evident that any revision must include leadership standards and leading for 
learning as a core component of the training program. What remains unclear is an overall design 
for leadership training and what critical elements must be included in the program design. 
Although there has been debate about program design, there is little empirical data documenting 
superintendents’ perceptions about their training and the changes that would improve 
superintendent preparation programs.  
It is apparent that leadership education has become the public education reform strategy 
of the new century. Spotlighting leadership education presumes that improved leadership 
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preparation and development will yield better leadership, management, and organizational 
practices that, in turn, will improve teaching, student learning, and student performance (Orr, 
2006a). However, there continues to be a debate among educational scholars about what 
elements should be included in best-practice programs for school superintendents (Archer, 2005; 
Grogan, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young & 
Kochan, 2004). 
Although some researchers (e.g., Glass, 2000; Hess & Kelly, 2003; Orr, 2006b) argued 
that school superintendent preparation programs are changing to address the economic, social, 
and political environments that surround school systems, many observers and educational 
researchers (e.g., Levine, 2005; Orr & Pounder, 2003; Young, 2006) have called for a 
transformation in superintendent preparation programs. As shown in the literature, researchers 
(Grogan, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Young 
& Kochan, 2004) disagreed about the cause of the criticism surrounding superintendent 
preparation; however, there exists a body of empirical and theoretical research (Archer, 2005; 
Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; Kowalski & Brunner 2011; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2001; 
Young, 2006) indicating that many of the nation’s leadership training programs are deficient 
because they have low student admissions criteria, irrelevant coursework, unskilled faculty 
members, and incoherent curricula.  
Levine’s (2005) controversial study, which was highly critical of school superintendent 
preparation, described the lack of rigor that exists in university programs. Levine (2005) stated 
that “the educational reform movement has placed a spotlight on school leadership, highlighted 
its importance for school success, made student achievement a primary measure of school 
performance, and demanded accountability from leaders for results” (p. 17). Although many 
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changes have occurred in the role of the superintendent, many universities have not changed 
preparation programs to align with the changes in the field (Levine, 2005). Levine suggested that 
the content and structure of these programs should be revised. Levine and Murphy (2003) 
recommended that leadership standards could be adopted by all states as the foundation for 
school superintendent certification and preparation program design.  
In recent years, the momentum for standards-based programs and licensure has increased. 
There is growing consensus that the ISLLC standards are effective standards for school leaders, 
and they have been used to revise the certification process in 43 states (Murphy, 2003). A 
number of scholars (Hess, 2006; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2005; Orr & Pounder, 2003; Young & 
Kochan, 2004) agreed that leadership standards should be included as part of school 
superintendent certification and training; however, as a result of differences in the various school 
leadership positions, there is disagreement about which standards may be applied to 
superintendent preparation. Hoyle et al. (2005) advocated the use of the ELCC leadership 
standards as most appropriate to guide superintendent preparation, while Waters and Marzano 
(2006) suggested that the school superintendent responsibilities and practices they identified 
were effective in improving student achievement and should be included in revised school 
superintendent preparation programs. 
Despite the growing concern about superintendent preparation, there is a significant 
amount of research supporting program design that centers on leadership for student learning 
(Knapp et al., 2003). In recent years, Leadership for Learning has emerged as a holistic 
leadership approach that focuses on all facets of the position but maintains student learning as 
the core component (Andrews & Grogan, 2002; Copland & Knapp, 2006; Fullan, 2005; 
Glickman, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005; Young & Kochan, 2004). The review of 
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the literature has revealed that a gap exists between superintendent preparation scholarship and 
empirical research (Andrews & Grogan, 2002; Grogan, 2002; Lashway, 2003; Levine, 2005; 
Murphy, 2003; Orr & Pounder, 2006; Petersen et al., 2008; Young & Kochan, 2004). It is clear 
from the literature that empirical evidence describing school superintendent preparation is 
inadequate and further research is necessary in order to understand superintendents’ perceptions 




Chapter 3  
Methodology 
The purpose of this dissertation study was to ascertain the extent to which Illinois school 
superintendents believe their preparation programs prepared them for the superintendent 
position. The study examined school superintendents’ perceptions about the extent to which 
leadership standards are embedded in university-based school superintendent preparation 
programs and the importance of these standards to the position. This chapter describes the 
research questions, design, participants, and sampling procedures. The chapter also includes a 
description of the pretest and cognitive laboratory used to ensure the validity and reliability of 
the study questionnaire. The final section of the chapter includes data collection, the statistical 
approach, and the methods used to analyze data. 
 
Research Questions 
The following research questions guided this study: 
1. Do Illinois school superintendents believe their school superintendent preparation 
prepared them for the position and was this preparation based on leadership 
standards? Are their perception of leadership responsibilities and practices affected by 
age, gender, ethnicity, highest degree earned, year endorsement was earned and from 
which university, type of Illinois school district, and years of experience as a 
superintendent? 
 
2. Do Illinois school superintendents believe the skills emphasized in leadership 
standards are important to their professional practice? Are their perceptions of 
leadership responsibilities and practices affected by age, gender, ethnicity, highest 
degree earned, year endorsement was earned and from which university, type of 
Illinois school district, and years of experience as a superintendent?  
 
3. What changes do Illinois school superintendents recommend, to improve school 
superintendent preparation programs and ensure they adequately prepare aspiring 
superintendents for the demands of the positions? 
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4. Do Illinois school superintendents who received their superintendent endorsements 
since the implementation of NCLB place more emphasis on standards-based training 
than superintendents who received their endorsements before the implementation of 
NCLB?  
 
5. To what extent are Illinois school superintendents’ perceptions about the emphasis on 
leadership standards in preparation programs related to their perceptions about the 
importance of these standards when performing their duties?  
 
Research Design 
 This quantitative study utilized survey research methods, through the use of an online 
questionnaire, to collect data from superintendent respondents in the state of Illinois. Fraenkel 
and Wallen (2003) noted that the most common descriptive methodology in education research is 
the survey method, which allows researchers to use respondent data to summarize the 
characteristics, abilities, preferences, and behaviors of individuals or groups. In this type of 
research, the same set of questions is asked of participants and responses are then tabulated and 
reported in the form of frequencies or percentages of those who answer a particular manner to 
each question (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2003). 
The questionnaire is an efficient mechanism to collect information from a large number of 
respondents. Statistical techniques can be used to determine validity, reliability, and statistical 
significance. Because the questionnaire is standardized, it is relatively free from several types of 
errors. The survey method is a non-experimental, descriptive research method useful when a 
researcher wants to identify the specific characteristics or reactions of a group of people that 
cannot be directly observed (such as opinions on training) (Creswell, 2003; Fraenkel & Wallen, 
2003). Questionnaires are used to assess attitudes and characteristics of a wide range of subjects.  
Survey research is of great value because it allows the researcher to generalize findings from a 
representative sample population to the general target population (Creswell, 2003). 
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In this study, the researcher surveyed Illinois public school superintendents and examined 
respondents’ perceptions about the extent to which leadership standards are embedded in 
university-based school superintendent preparation programs and the importance of these 
standards to the position, and also to determine if current superintendents were satisfied with 
their overall preparation training. 
 
Population for the Study 
The population for this study consisted of all Illinois public school superintendents who 
were employed during the 2009–2010 school year. School superintendent was defined as “an 
individual holding the state of Illinois superintendent endorsement who has primary executive 
administrative oversight in an Illinois public school district.” This definition excluded the CEO 
of the Chicago Public School System, who does not operate as a school district superintendent.  
During the 2009-2010 academic year, there were 869 public school districts in the state 
of Illinois. The name and email address of each superintendent is maintained by the Illinois State 
Board of Education (ISBE), and ISBE was sent a written request for this information. Since the 
Chicago Public School System CEO was excluded, a total of 868 Illinois superintendents were 
invited to participate in the study, which comprised the entire population of this educator group.  
 
Demographic Summary of Research Participants 
A total of 314 of the 868 Illinois superintendents responded, for a 36.2% response rate. Table 6 
provides a demographic summary of the respondents. The results indicated that respondents were 
most likely to be between 50 and 59 years of age (42.4%), male (60.5%), White (82.5%), hold a 
master’s degree (36.3%), be employed as superintendents at the elementary district level 
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(41.1%), have become a superintendent prior to the implementation of NCLB, and have 
completed a superintendent program at a comprehensive university (38.5%). 
Table 6 
Demographic Summary of Research Participants 
Source Frequency Percent 
   
Age     
     30-39 17 5.4 
     40-49 71 22.6 
     50-59 133 42.4 
     60+ 44 14.0 
     No response 49 15.6 
Gender     
     Female 74 23.6 
     Male 190 60.5 
     No response 50 15.9 
Race     
     White 259 82.5 
     Other 7 2.2 
     No response 48 15.3 
Highest degree earned     
     Master's  6 1.9 
     Educational specialist 114 36.3 
     Juris doctorate 3 1.0 
     Doctor of education 100 31.8 
     Doctor of philosophy 41 13.1 
     No response 50 15.9 
District     
     Unit (K-12) 105 33.4 
     Elementary (K-8) 129 41.1 
     High school (9-12) 29 9.2 
     No response 51 16.2 
NCLB     
     Prior to NCLB 143 45.5 
     Post NCLB 114 36.3 




Table 6 (continued) 
 
Source Frequency Percent 
   
Type of institution     
     Research 111 35.4 
     Doctoral 30 9.6 
     Comprehensive 121 38.5 




According to Creswell (2003), the survey approach provides quantitative or numeric 
descriptions of population trends, attitudes, or opinions by studying a selected sample of a 
population and generalizing the results to the larger population. This study used a questionnaire 
(Appendix E) because this instrument makes it economically feasible to survey a large 
population, and it provides rapid turnaround in data collection. The questions on the 
questionnaire were developed after an extensive review of leadership standards. The survey 
items were generated from three leadership resources: (a) the ISLLC leadership standards that 
were revised in 2008 (CCSSO, 2008), (b) the ELCC Draft Standards for Advanced Programs in 
Educational Leadership that were developed for school district leaders (NPBEA, 2009), and (c) 
the effective superintendent leadership responsibilities and practices identified by Waters and 
Marzano (2006).  
The questionnaire development began by creating a matrix containing the six standards 
and knowledge components of ISLLC (CCSSO, 2008), the ELCC (NPBEA, 2009) standards for 
school-district leaders, and the effective leadership responsibilities and practices identified by 
Waters and Marzano (2006) (Appendix D). The knowledge descriptors in each category of the 
six ISLLC standards and the knowledge descriptors in each category of the six ELCC standards 
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were closely examined, and common descriptors were identified to create the survey items. The 
six responsibility descriptors from Marzano and Waters’ research were synthesized into the 
appropriate ISLLC and ELCC standards. Redundancies or repetitions were identified in order to 
reduce the number of questions. This approach resulted in a total of 39 items derived from these 
superintendent leadership standards.  
Columns were created whereby respondents could rate the extent to which their school 
superintendent preparation programs prepared them to achieve each leadership standard, as well 
as the importance of each leadership standard to their current position. Emphasis of leadership 
standards in the preparation program was rated upon a 5-point Likert scale: (1) little or no 
emphasis, (2) low emphasis, (3) moderate emphasis, (4) heavy emphasis, and (5) extensive 
emphasis. Importance of leadership standards to the position was rated on the following 5-point 
scale: (1) little or no importance, (2) low importance, (3) moderate importance, (4) heavy 
importance, and (5) extensive importance. 
The questionnaire included seven demographic questions that sought information about 
the following: (a) age, (b) gender, (c) ethnicity, (d) highest degree earned, (e) year in which 
endorsement was earned and from which university, (f) type of Illinois school district, and (g) 
years of experience as a superintendent. The questionnaire also included two open-ended 
questions to enable respondents to provide feedback for suggestions or recommendations for 
necessary changes in superintendent preparation programs and any additional information related 
to superintendent preparation that respondents would like to share that may be relevant to the 
study. Understanding that not all respondents who began the survey questionnaire would 
complete the questionnaire, and/or some items may not be answered due to uncertainty, the 
emphasis and importance scales were computed by averaging items linking to the given scales. 
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Therefore, respondents with some missing responses attained a score for a particular scale if they 
had addressed the majority of the items within that particular standard. Respondents’ data were 
not removed because of missing data on other variables.    
 
Validity of the Instrument  
According to Creswell (2003), validity is the extent to which a research instrument 
measures its intended purpose in order to draw credible conclusions. Therefore, it is important to 
create questionnaire items that relate to the construct being examined and also are easily 
understood in order to ensure clarity, which contributes to the validity of an instrument. Fowler 
(1993) indicated that if respondents do not understand survey questions the likelihood of error 
increases dramatically. Obtaining expert feedback on a questionnaire is an important step for 
ensuring validity. 
Expert feedback. In order to ensure content validity of the questionnaire items, draft 
questionnaires were emailed to five experts who engage in superintendency research to obtain 
their feedback. Although this step is not considered a pilot or a pre-test, the expert review panel 
evaluated the extent to which the questions reflect and measure the leadership standards, and 
provided written feedback to the following questions: 
• How long did it take to complete the questionnaire? 
 
• Are the survey instructions clear? 
 
• Are the survey questions clear? 
 
• Are the response selections appropriate? 
 
• Do you see words or phrases you think would be confusing to colleagues? 
 
• Is there anything on the questionnaire that is confusing or hard to understand? 
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• Do the questions on the questionnaire reflect and measure the ISLLC and ELCC 
standards and Waters and Marzano leadership responsibilities and practices? 
 
The feedback from the five experts focused primarily on the format of the questionnaire 
and clarification of survey items. The experts suggested a different order for the demographic 
questions and open-ened questions. They thought certain words and phrases (e.g., endorsement 
and district type) should be clarifed so participants who earned their endorsement outside of 
Illinois would have a clear understanding about the intent of each question. One expert also 
suggested including more board of education relationship questions. In addition, the 
questionnaire was reviewed by personnel at the University of Illinois Survey Research Lab. The 
recommendations were incorporated into the final version of the questionnaire.  
Cognitive laboratory. In order to address question comprehension and difficulty of the 
response task before administering the questionnaire, a cognitive laboratory was conducted 
(Fowler, 2009). A cognitive laboratory is used to determine if survey questions are consistently 
understood and answered. In addition, a cognitive laboratory conducts a pretest interview in 
order to collect data about participants’ comprehension and responses to survey questions 
(Fowler, 2009). The pretest laboratory interview involved assistant superintendents from Illinois 
public school districts, who were asked to explain in their own words what they believed each 
survey question was asking and to explain why they chose a particular answer over other 
answers. 
Five participants from Illinois school districts in the Chicago metropolitan area were 
asked to review the effectiveness of the questionnaire. The researcher met individually with each 
assistant superintendent. Each participant was given the survey instrument and, in conjunction 
with the researcher, discussed the items and identified questions that lacked clarity. Participants 
verbally discussed the items or wrote comments on their questionnaires. This exercise ensured 
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the face validity of the survey tool. The following questions were asked during the cognitive 
laboratory interview sessions:  
• Are the questionnaire instructions clear? 
 
• Are the questions clear? 
 
• Are the response selections appropriate? 
 
• Do you see words or phrases you think would be confusing to colleagues? 
 
• Is there anything in the document that is confusing or hard to understand?  
 
Feedback from the cognitive lab focused on question clarity and length of time to 
complete the entire questionnaire. Participants identified questions that were wordy or confusing. 
Participants also expressed concern about the length of the questionnaire, and several items were 
adjusted to address this concern. Feedback from the cognitive lab was incorporated into the final 
questionnaire. 
 
Reliability of the Instrument 
A test is reliable to the extent that whatever it measures, it measures it consistently. 
According to Creswell (2003), scores from the past use of an instrument demonstrate reliability 
(i.e., whether tests are consistent across constructs) and test-retest correlations (i.e., determines if 
the tests are reliable when given a second time). The reliability of the questionnaire was assessed 
by computing 12 Cronbach’s alpha (i.e., 6 calculations for emphasis ratings and 6 calculations 
for importance ratings on each of the six standards) based on the data collected from the 
participants. A formal reliability analysis was conducted for each of the six emphasis and 
importance standards on the questionnaire using the scaling option in SPSS. Reliability 
Cronbach Alpha Coefficients, at the .75 level or above, established reliable questions for each of 
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the items. The highest rated item was shared vision of learning at .90 level under the emphasis 
area. The results in Table 7 indicate that all the scales yielded good to excellent internal 
reliability, based on the criterion provided by Ponterotto and Ruckdeschel (2007). 
Table 7 
Reliability Results for Survey Scales using Cronbach’s Alpha 
Scale n Items t 
Emphasis       
Shared vision of learning 308 6 0.902 
School culture and instructional program 282 10 0.896 
Organizational management 270 8 0.879 
Collaboration with families and community 270 5 0.907 
Ethical behaviors 268 6 0.885 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 265 4 0.815 
Importance       
Shared vision of learning 305 6 0.843 
School culture and instructional program 275 10 0.862 
Organizational management 275 8 0.826 
Collaboration with families and community 271 5 0.848 
Ethical behaviors 264 6 0.860 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 265 4 0.757 
 
The variability in the data was checked by examining the frequency distributions of the 
categorical independent variables. This analysis helped determine the appropriateness of the 
selected analyses. Although ethnicity was selected as an independent variable, an inspection of 
the frequency of the data indicated that the participants in the study tended to be racially 
homogeneous: 259 of 314 participants identified themselves as White (82.5%), with 48 of the 
participants not responding. In other words, of those who responded, 97.4% were White. 
Therefore, race was not considered a potential independent variable. The remaining independent 
variables yielded sufficient variability for conducting the analyses. 
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Human Subjects Release 
The protection of human subjects is an important issue and must be considered as part of 
the study design. The researcher submitted all required documents to the University of Illinois 
Institutional Review Board (IRB), including the following: (a) study design, (b) IRB-1Form, (c) 
a form letter for participation, (d) questionnaire, and (e) the IRB module. The University of 
Illinois IRB committee approved the study discussed in this dissertation. In accordance with 
human subjects criteria, all potential participants were informed that participation was voluntary 
and they could withdraw from the study at any time. Voluntary consent to participate was 
obtained from all participants in the form of a modified consent assumed by those who 
voluntarily accessed and completed the online questionnaire, as outlined in human subjects 
criteria.  
 
Instrument Distribution and Data Collection 
All active public school superintendents in Illinois (excluding the Chicago Public Schools 
CEO) were invited to participate in the study by completing an online questionnaire hosted by 
the software survey company QuestioPro. The electronic invitation was first sent via email on 
June 1, 2010 and contained an embedded link to the questionnaire and an appropriate consent 
(Appendix F) to participate, as prescribed by the University of Illinois Institutional Review 
Board. In addition, the invitation explained the purpose of the study, date for completion of the 
online questionnaire, and the procedures for completing the questionnaire. Corresponding 
identification numbers or codes were used for the online questionnaire in order to protect the 
confidentiality of participants. At regular intervals following the initial invitation to participate, 
each nonrespondent was sent an email gently reminding him/her to participate in the study. A 
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total of three email reminders were sent to nonrespondents, with the final reminder sent on June 
21, 2010. The data file was password protected and subsequently was downloaded and 
maintained on the researcher’s computer.  
 
Statistical Procedures 
The independent variables in this study were superintendent demographic characteristics 
and included: ethnicity, gender, school district size, administrative experience, training 
institution, and timeframe in which the superintendent endorsement was received (before or after 
NCLB). The dependent variables in this study were superintendents’ perceptions about their 
preparation programs as measured by the emphasis of the six standards in their preparation 
programs and the importance of the six standards to the position. The independent variables were 
categorical (i.e., nominal and ordinal), and the dependent variables were scaled (i.e., interval).  
The quantitative data collected from the questionnaire were uploaded into the SPSS 
(Version 17.0) data analysis program. SPSS was used to compute frequencies for the categorical 
or nonparametric variables, and descriptive statistics were computed for the scaled or parametric 
variables. Therefore, means and standard deviations were computed for each of the six emphases 
ratings and six importance ratings for each demographic category.  
The statistical significance tests used in this study included independent samples t tests, 
paired samples t-tests, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), and Pearson correlation. In 
particular, an independent samples t test was used when comparing two means (i.e., one 
independent variable with only two levels) and the dependent variable was parametric (Cronk, 
2008). One-way ANOVA was used when comparing more than two means (i.e., one independent 
variable with more than two levels) and the dependent variable was parametric (Cronk, 2008). 
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Pearson correlation was used in order to determine the extent to which perceived program 
emphasis is related to perceived importance, and the paired samples t-tests were used to compare 
the mean emphasis ratings to the mean importance ratings (Cronk, 2008). Statistical significance 
was determined by an alpha of .05. Finally, the statistical assumption of homogeneity of variance 
was tested and reported for the independent samples t tests and the one-way ANOVAs, and 
linearity was tested before computing the correlation coefficients.  
 
Data Analysis 
A variety of statistical analyses were conducted to examine the perceptions of 
superintendents about their preparation and how their preparation is relevant to the school 
superintendent position. The data were analyzed using SPSS (Version 17.0). A Cronbach’s alpha 
linked to each section on the questionnaire was computed for the Likert-scale responses and 
resulted in 12 reliability coefficients. In addition, interval level composite scores were computed 
based on the emphasis and the importance ratings for each of the 39 questions by averaging all 
the responses included under each of the six leadership standards (i.e., shared vision of learning, 
school culture and instructional program, organizational management, collaboration with faculty 
and community, ethical behaviors, and political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context) 
and resulted in 12 interval-level dependent variables. The 12 composite variables (i.e., emphasis 
and importance scores for each of the six sections) served as the quantitative dependent 
variables. 
The first research question was addressed by computing descriptive statistics (e.g., 
means, standard deviations, and confidence intervals) for each of the six emphasis dependent 
variables to determine the extent to which respondents perceived their superintendent preparation 
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programs prepared them to assume a school superintendent position. In addition, independent 
samples t tests were used to compare group means for each of the six emphasis dependent 
variables with regard to gender. Finally, one-way ANOVAs were used to compare group means 
for each of the six emphasis dependent variables with regard to the remaining demographic 
factors (i.e., independent variables with more than two levels). 
The second research question was addressed by computing descriptive statistics (e.g., 
means, standard deviations, and confidence intervals) for each of the six importance dependent 
variables to determine the extent to which respondents perceived the skills training provided in 
their preparation program was relevant to school superintendent position. In addition, 
independent samples t tests were used to compare group means for each of the six importance 
dependent variables with regard to gender. Finally, one-way ANOVAs were used to compare 
group means for each of the six importance dependent variables with regard to the remaining 
demographic factors (i.e., independent variables with more than two levels). 
The third research question was addressed using qualitative methods. Plano-Clark and 
Creswell (2010) indicated that qualitative methods (e.g., coding, labeling, and creating themes) 
enable “the inquirer to make sense of the database by dividing it into text or image segments, 
labeling the segments with codes, examining the codes for overlap and redundancy, and 
collapsing these codes into broad themes” (p. 193). Therefore, the data collected from the open-
ended questions on the questionnaire were analyzed by reviewing all the statements, identifying 
common responses, coding the responses (i.e., applying a qualitative label), and combining 
similar responses into themes. 
The fourth research question was addressed by comparing the six emphasis mean ratings 
of the respondents who received their superintendent endorsements since the inception of NCLB 
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to those who received their superintendent endorsements before NCLB. Independent samples t 
tests were used to determine if significant differences existed in the group means. 
The fifth research question was addressed by conducting Pearson correlations and paired 
samples t-tests. Pearson correlation was used to determine the relationship between respondents’ 
ratings of the emphasis of leadership standards in their preparation programs and their 
perceptions about the importance of leadership standards to the job of school superintendent. The 
paired samples t-tests were conducted in order to determine if there was a significant difference 
between the participants’ emphasis ratings and their importance ratings. Therefore, each 






The purpose of this dissertation study was to ascertain the extent to which Illinois school 
superintendents believed their preparation programs prepared them for the superintendent 
position. The study examined superintendents’ perceptions about the extent to which leadership 
standards are embedded in university-based superintendent preparation programs and the 
importance of these standards to the position. This chapter contains an overview of the analysis 




The raw survey data were downloaded directly from questionpro.com by logging into the 
account, clicking on the reports tab, clicking on the export data option, and then clicking on the 
download button. The data were delivered in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. The spreadsheet 
then was uploaded into SPSS (Version 17.0) for cleaning, coding, and analysis. Once the data 
were cleaned, several variables were created. The independent variable university from which 
the superintendent endorsement was earned was created by classifying schools as research, 
doctoral, or comprehensive institutions. The independent variable endorsement before/after 
NCLB was created by breaking the sample into two groups based on the year of endorsement. 
The emphasis and importance dependent variables, based on six standards that were developed 
from the ISLLC standards, ELCC standards, and Waters and Marzano leadership responsibilities 
and practices, were created by averaging all items linked to a given leadership standard. 
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The first two research questions were addressed using the independent samples t test, 
Pearson correlation (r), and Spearman’s rho. The independent samples t test was used for the 
dichotomous independent variables (i.e., gender). The one-way ANOVA was used when 
comparing more than two groups (i.e., type of Illinois school district and university from which 
superintendent endorsement was attained). Pearson r was used when correlating the scaled 
independent variables (i.e., year of endorsement and years of experience as a superintendent) 
with the six standards on the questionnaire. Finally, Spearman’s rho was used to correlate the 
ordinal independent variables (i.e., age category and highest degree earned) with the six 
standards. 
The third research question was addressed by reviewing the participants’ responses to the 
open-ended questions and combining like responses into qualitative categories. The response 
frequencies associated with each of the qualitative categories was computed, and the themes 
were ranked in order of their frequencies. 
The fourth research question was addressed by comparing superintendents who received 
their endorsement before 2002 to those who received their endorsement in 2002 or later. In 
particular, the independent samples t test was used to determine if the two groups’ mean 
emphasis scores for the six standards were statistically significantly different. 
The fifth research question was addressed by conducting Pearson correlations and paired 
samples t-tests. Pearson correlation was used to determine the relationship between respondents’ 
ratings of the emphasis of leadership standards in their preparation programs and their 
perceptions about the importance of leadership standards to the job of school superintendent. The 
paired samples t-tests were conducted in order to determine if there was a significant difference 
between the participants’ emphasis ratings and their importance ratings. Therefore, each 
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Results by research question are provided below. A .05 significance level was required 
for significance. 
 Research Question 1 
Do Illinois school superintendents believe their school superintendent preparation 
prepared them for the position and was this preparation based on leadership standards? Are 
their perception of leadership responsibilities and practices affected by age, gender, ethnicity, 
highest degree earned, year endorsement was earned and from which university, type of Illinois 
school district, and years of experience as a superintendent? 
 
The findings revealed that over three-fourths (78%) of superintendents were satisfied with the 
training they received from their preparation programs. Respondents also indicated that their 
preparation programs, on average, provided a moderate degree of preparation with regard to the 
leadership standards. Table 8 contains the mean and standard deviations for each of the 39 
questionnaire items on the emphasis scale and the importance scale. The results indicated that the 
mean emphasis ratings were lower than the mean importance ratings across the board, indicating 
that the extent to which these standards were emphasized was lesser than the extent to which the 
participants felt that they were important. Furthermore, the amount of variability in the 
participants’ responses was greater for the emphasis items than the importance items, indicating 
that the participants were more similar in their beliefs of importance than they were relative to 





 Means and Standard Deviations for Emphasis and Importance Items 
 Emphasis Importance 
Item Mean SD Mean SD 
     
Standard 1: Shared vision of learning      
Item 1 3.24 0.98 4.07 0.87 
Item 2 2.87 0.99 4.14 0.79 
Item 3 2.85 1.06 4.29 0.74 
Item 4 2.94 1.10 4.11 0.80 
Item 5 3.50 1.08 4.19 0.78 
Item 6 2.96 1.08 4.21 0.76 
Standard 2: School culture and 
instructional program     
Item 7 3.43 1.02 4.45 0.65 
Item 8 3.09 1.12 4.42 0.64 
Item 9 3.32 1.00 4.20 0.69 
Item 10 2.87 1.07 4.04 0.77 
Item 11 3.60 0.97 4.46 0.62 
Item 12 2.99 1.12 4.40 0.67 
Item 13 2.98 0.99 4.13 0.73 
Item 14 3.02 0.96 4.11 0.70 
Item 15 2.69 1.11 4.05 0.72 
Item 16 3.24 0.98 4.36 0.64 
Standard 3: Organizational 
management     
Item 17 3.50 0.92 4.18 0.72 
Item 18 3.21 0.99 4.39 0.66 
Item 19 3.08 0.95 4.12 0.72 
Item 20 2.67 1.08 4.01 0.75 
Item 21 3.33 1.00 4.07 0.76 
Item 22 3.20 0.99 4.10 0.74 
Item 23 3.37 0.97 4.06 0.71 




Table 8 (continued) 
 
 Emphasis Importance 
Item Mean SD Mean SD 
     
Standard 4: Collaboration with 
families and communities     
Item 25 2.93 0.96 3.85 0.77 
Item 26 2.95 0.99 3.71 0.84 
Item 27 2.93 1.03 3.94 0.79 
Item 28 2.89 1.03 3.94 0.74 
Item 29 3.10 1.04 4.05 0.76 
Standard 5: Ethical behavior     
Item 30 2.88 1.01 4.20 0.75 
Item 31 3.00 1.05 3.77 0.86 
Item 32 3.36 1.13 4.15 0.82 
Item 33 3.03 1.10 3.81 0.90 
Item 34 3.26 1.03 3.96 0.82 
Item 35 2.92 1.05 3.60 0.90 
Standard 6: Politics, social, 
economic, legal and cultural     
Item 36 3.73 0.94 4.29 0.72 
Item 37 2.96 1.05 3.86 0.85 
Item 38 3.37 1.03 3.96 0.76 
Item 39 3.05 1.08 4.02 0.79 
 
 Table 9 shows the percentage of participants who selected a response option of high or 
extensive for each of the 39 emphasis and importance items. The results indicated that 
participants were much more likely to rate the importance of each standard as high or extensive 
than they were to report that their program emphasized the standard to a high or extensive 
degree. Differences were found across all 39 items, and the differences between emphasis and 
importance were large in every item..   
 The largest discrepancy between emphasis and importance reported was standard 2: 
School culture and instructional program, which contained 10 items primarily connected to 
instructional leadership. Table 9 illustrates that 38% of respondents indicated that items 
contained within standard 2 were emphasized or highly emphasized in training programs. In 
100 
contrast, 87% of respondents indicated that the items were important or highly important to 
practice. 
 The smallest discrepancy between emphasis and importance reported was standard 6: 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural context, which contained 4 related items.  Table 9 
illustrates that 43% of respondents indicated that items contained within standard 6 were 
emphasized or highly emphasized in training programs. In contrast, 75% of respondents 
indicated that the items were important or highly important to practice. 
Table 9 
Percentage of Participants Rating Item as High or Extensive Emphasis or Importance 
 Percentage rating item as high or extensive 
Item Emphasis Importance 
   
Standard 1: Shared vision of learning Average = 36.9 Average = 82.1 
Item 1 43.3 78.9 
Item 2 25.3 80.4 
Item 3 30.7 87.5 
Item 4 33.9 81.8 
Item 5 54.5 81.4 
Item 6 33.7 83.3 
Standard 2: School culture and 
instructional program Average = 38.4 Average = 87.3 
Item 7 50.9 91.5 
Item 8 39.3 93.3 
Item 9 43.6 87.4 
Item 10 27.9 77.2 
Item 11 58.6 93.9 
Item 12 36.3 91.7 
Item 13 31.1 82.5 
Item 14 32.5 83.0 
Item 15 22.8 80.2 




Table 9 (continued) 
 
 Percentage rating item as high or extensive 
Item Emphasis Importance 
   
Standard 3: Organizational 
management Average = 40.2 Average = 82.1 
Item 17 53.0 82.1 
Item 18 38.3 90.0 
Item 19 33.9 83.4 
Item 20 22.3 78.5 
Item 21 48.4 78.5 
Item 22 41.4 81.2 
Item 23 47.7 79.5 
Item 24 36.8 84.4 
Standard 4: Collaboration with 
families and community: 
Collaboration with families Average = 30.3 Average = 70.6 
Item 25 27.2 67.2 
Item 26 29.3 60.8 
Item 27 30.9 72.8 
Item 28 27.1 75.1 
Item 29 37.3 77.2 
Standard 5: Ethical behavior Average = 36.2 Average = 69.1 
Item 30 27.9 82.5 
Item 31 33.0 63.3 
Item 32 49.2 79.2 
Item 33 33.5 62.5 
Item 34 45.4 72.1 
Item 35 28.7 55.1 
Standard 6: Politics, social, economic, 
legal and cultural Average = 43.2 Average = 75.2 
Item 36 61.6 87.0 
Item 37 30.3 66.5 
Item 38 47.0 72.3 
Item 39 34.2 75.0 
Average of Items 37.5 77.7 
 
In addressing research question 1, descriptive statistics are presented first and then the 
results of the inferential statistics are presented. Table 10 provides the mean emphasis scores for 
each of the six leadership standards, and these scores reflect the degree to which the respondents’ 
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preparation programs emphasized each of the six standards. The response options ranged from a 
low of one to a high of five, and a value of three reflects moderate emphasis. 
Table 10 
Mean and Emphasis Scores for the Six ISLLC and ELCC Standards  
        95% CI 
Emphasis n Mean SD Lower Upper 
      
Shared vision of learning 314 3.06 0.86 2.96 3.15 
School culture and instructional program 297 3.12 0.74 3.04 3.21 
Organizational management 284 3.18 0.72 3.10 3.26 
Collaboration with families and community 277 2.96 0.86 2.86 3.06 
Ethical behaviors 273 3.08 0.85 2.98 3.18 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 269 3.28 0.83 3.18 3.38 
 
The descriptive results indicated that the superintendents perceived that their preparation 
programs, on average, provided a moderate degree of preparation with regard to each of the six 
standards. Although all six standards were associated with a moderate amount of preparation, 
there were some differences in the ratings. In particular, superintendents received the most 
preparation with regard to political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context (M =3.28) and 
the least amount of preparation for collaboration with families and community (M = 2.96). 
In order to determine the presence of outliers or skews in the data, and to ensure a 
sufficient amount of variability in the dependent variables, histograms were constructed and 
reviewed. In addition, skewness and kurtosis values were computed using SPSS. In general, 
distributions with skewness and kurtosis values between -1 and 1 are considered to be relatively 
normally distributed (Mertler & Vanatta, 2005); values of zero for both skewness and kurtosis 
indicate a perfectly normal bell curve. 
Figure 1 displays the distribution of scores for shared vision of learning. The skewness 
value was -0.31, and the kurtosis value was -0.28, indicating that the shared vision of learning 
103 
scores were relatively normally distributed. The histogram also indicates that the full range of the 
scale was used, and therefore, the superintendents had diverse perceptions about their programs’ 
emphasis on shared vision of learning scores. 
 
Figure 1. Distribution of emphasis scores for shared vision of learning (Standard 1). 
The distribution of emphasis scores for school culture and instructional program is 
illustrated in Figure 2. The results indicated that the distribution was relatively normal, with a 
skewness value of -0.23 and a kurtosis value of -0.18. The full range of the scale was used, and 
therefore, the respondents had diverse perceptions about their programs’ emphasis on school 
culture and instructional program. 
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Figure 2. Distribution of emphasis scores for school culture and instructional program (Standard 
2). 
Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of organizational management emphasis scores. The 
results indicated that the distribution of scores was relatively normal, with a skewness value of -
0.43 and a kurtosis value of 0.07. The full range of the scale was used, with at least one 
participant having a score of one and at least one participant having a score of five. The scores 
were dispersed across the x axis, showing that respondents had diverse perceptions about their 
programs’ emphasis on organizational management.  
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Figure 3. Distribution of emphasis scores for organizational management (Standard 3). 
The distribution of scores for the collaboration with families and community standard is 
shown on Figure 4. The results indicated that the distribution was relatively normal, with a 
skewness value of -0.10 and a kurtosis value of -0.43. The scores spanned the entire x axis, 
indicating that the respondents had diverse perceptions about their programs’ emphasis on 
collaboration with families and communities.  
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Figure 4. Distribution of emphasis scores for collaboration with families and community 
(Standard 4). 
Figure 5 illustrates the distribution of emphasis scores for the ethical behaviors standard. 
The results indicated that the distribution was relatively normal, with a skewness value of -0.10 
and a kurtosis value of -0.50. The distribution of the scores indicates that the respondents had 
diverse perceptions about the degree to which their programs emphasized ethical behaviors.  
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Figure 5. Distribution of emphasis scores for ethical behaviors (Standard5). 
Finally, the distribution of scores for the political, social, economic, legal, and cultural 
context standard is illustrated by Figure 6. The results indicated that the distribution was 
relatively normal, with a skewness value of -0.20 and a kurtosis value of -0.34. Again, the full 
range of the scale was used, and the distribution of scores indicates that the respondents had 
diverse perceptions about the degree to which their program emphasized the political, social, 
economic, legal and cultural context. 
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Figure 6. Distribution of emphasis scores for political, social, economic, legal, and cultural 
context (Standard 6). 
The descriptive results indicated that the distributions were all relatively normal for the 
six emphasis dependent variables, and the respondents’ perceptions were diverse. Therefore, it 
was possible to test for significant differences and significant relationships because the data 
yielded a sufficient degree of variability. The results from the inferential statistical tests are 
presented next. 
The first demographic variable tested was gender, and male and female school 
respondents’ emphasis scores for the six standards were compared. The group means, standard 
deviations, and their corresponding 95% confidence intervals are presented in Table 11 by 
gender and leadership standard.  
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Table 11 
Mean Emphasis Scores by Gender 
        95% CI 
Emphasis n Mean SD Lower Upper 
      
Standard 1: Shared vision of learning      
Females 74 3.13 0.84 2.94 3.32 
Males 
 
190 2.96 0.86 2.84 3.08 
Standard 2: School culture and instructional 
program 
     
Females 74 3.07 0.77 2.89 3.25 
Males 
 
190 3.10 0.75 2.99 3.21 
Standard 3: Organizational management:      
Females 73 3.11 0.77 2.93 3.29 
Males 
 
189 3.18 0.71 3.08 3.28 
Standard 4: Collaboration with families and 
community: 
     
Females 74 2.96 0.86 2.76 3.15 
Males 
 
189 2.95 0.87 2.83 3.07 
Standard 5: Ethical behavior: Ethical 
behaviors: 
     
Females 74 3.22 0.90 3.01 3.42 
Males 
 
188 3.01 0.82 2.90 3.13 
Standard 6: Political, social, economic, legal, 
cultural context: 
     
Females 74 3.28 0.87 3.08 3.48 
Males 189 3.27 0.81 3.15 3.38 
 
The independent samples t test is based on the statistical assumption that two groups 
being compared have equal error variances. Levene’s test of equality of variance was conducted, 
and the results indicated that there were no significant differences in error variances between the 
two groups (p > .05). Therefore, no violations were detected. 
The independent samples t test results shown in Table 12 indicated that no significant 
differences were found between male and female superintendents for standard 1, t(262) = 1.48, p 
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= .141; standard 2, t(262) = -0.30, p = .763; standard 3, t(260) = -0.67, p = .501; standard 4, 
t(261) = 0.07, p = .947; standard 5, t(260) = 1.76, p = .079; or standard 6, t(261) = 0.12, p = .904. 
Therefore, male and female superintendents are assumed to have equal perceptions about the 
degree to which their preparation programs emphasized shared vision and learning, school 
culture and instructional program, organizational management, collaboration with families and 
community, ethical behaviors, and political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context. 
Table 12 
Independent Samples t Test Results: Emphasis Scores by Gender 
        95% CI 
Emphasis t df p Lower Upper 
      
Standard 1: Shared vision of 
learning 1.48 262 0.141 -0.06 0.40 
Standard 2: School culture and 
instructional program -0.30 262 0.763 -0.24 0.17 
Standard 3: Organizational 
management -0.67 260 0.501 -0.26 0.13 
Standard 4: Collaboration with 
families and community 0.07 261 0.947 -0.23 0.24 
Standard 5: Ethical behaviors 1.76 260 0.079 -0.02 0.43 
Standard 6: Political, social, 
economic, legal, cultural 0.12 261 0.904 -0.21 0.24 
 
The next comparison focused on university type (i.e., research, doctoral, or 
comprehensive). The group means and their corresponding 95% confidence intervals are 
provided in Table 13. It is important to note, however, that the sample size was much smaller for 
the doctoral group than it was for the research or comprehensive group, which could lead to 
differences in variability between the two groups. Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance 
indicated that the groups were statistically significantly different in error variances for the shared 
vision of learning standard only (p = .025). 
111 
Table 13 
Mean Emphasis Scores by Standard and University Type 
        95% CI 
Emphasis n Mean SD Lower Upper 
      
Standard 1: Shared vision of learning       
Research 111 2.94 0.93 2.76 3.11 
Doctoral 30 2.96 0.97 2.59 3.32 
Comprehensive 
 
121 3.10 0.75 2.97 3.24 
Standard 2: School culture and instructional       
Research 111 3.07 0.77 2.92 3.21 
Doctoral 30 2.92 0.86 2.60 3.24 
Comprehensive 
 
121 3.18 0.72 3.05 3.31 
Standard 3: Organizational management       
Research 110 3.17 0.78 3.02 3.32 
Doctoral 30 3.02 0.62 2.79 3.25 
Comprehensive 
 
120 3.20 0.71 3.07 3.33 
Standard 4: Collaboration with families and 
community 
     
Research 110 2.90 0.85 2.74 3.06 
Doctoral 30 2.90 0.97 2.53 3.26 
Comprehensive 
 
121 3.03 0.85 2.88 3.18 
Standard 5: Ethical behavior       
Research 109 3.14 0.89 2.97 3.31 
Doctoral 30 3.05 0.89 2.72 3.38 
Comprehensive 
 
121 3.04 0.80 2.90 3.19 
Standard 6: Politics, social, economic, legal 
and cultural 
     
Research 110 3.33 0.86 3.17 3.49 
Doctoral 30 3.26 0.88 2.93 3.58 
Comprehensive 121 3.24 0.80 3.10 3.39 
 
The ANOVA results shown in Table 14 indicated that no significant differences were 
found in the analysis of university type by standard 1, F(2,259) = 1.18, p = .308; standard 2, 
F(2,259) = 1.64, p = .197; standard 3, F(2,257) = 0.73, p = .485; standard 4, F(2,257) = 0.74, p = 
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.477; standard 5, F(2,257) = 0.41, p = .662; or standard 6, F(2,258) = 0.35, p = .704. Therefore, 
the three respondent groups were assumed to have similar perceptions regarding the degree to 
which their preparation programs emphasized shared vision and learning, school culture and 
instructional program, organizational management, collaboration with families and community, 
ethical behaviors, and political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context. 
Table 14 





square F p 
       
Standard 1: Shared 
vision of learning 
      
 Between groups 1.74 2 0.87 1.18 0.308 
  Within groups 191.04 259 0.74     
  Total 192.78 261       
Standard 2: School 
culture and instructional 
program 
      
 Between groups 1.88 2 0.94 1.64 0.197 
  Within groups 148.40 259 0.57     




      
 Between groups 0.78 2 0.39 0.73 0.485 
  Within groups 137.75 257 0.54     
  Total 138.53 259       
Standard 4: 
Collaboration with 
families and community 
      
 Between groups 1.11 2 0.56 0.74 0.477 
  Within groups 193.62 258 0.75     
  Total 194.73 260       
(continued) 
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square F p 
       
Standard 5: Ethical 
behavior 
      
 Between groups 0.60 2 0.30 0.41 0.662 
  Within groups 186.64 257 0.73     
  Total 187.24 259       
Standard 6: Politics, 
social, economic, legal 
and cultural 
      
 Between groups 0.49 2 0.25 0.35 0.704 
  Within groups 179.74 258 0.70     
  Total 180.23 260       
 
The remaining independent variables for research question 1 were ordinal or scaled, and 
therefore, correlational techniques were used. Spearman’s rho was used for ordinal independent 
variables, and Pearson r was used for scaled independent variables. Age was correlated to each 
of the six emphasis scores using Spearman’s rho because age is ordinal and, therefore, 
categorical. The superintendents in this study ranged from between 30 and 39 years of age to 
more than 60 years of age. The most common age range was between 50 and 59. The 
correlations between age and the six emphasis scores are presented in Table 15. The results 
indicated that while all of the relationships were negative none of the relationships were 
statistically significant. Therefore, no relationship was assumed to exist between superintendent 
age and their mean emphasis scores for the six standards. 
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Table 15 
Spearman’s rho Results for Age and Emphasis Scores 
  Age category 
Emphasis n r p 
Shared vision of learning 265 -.09 0.142 
School culture and instructional program 265 -.04 0.487 
Organizational management 263 -.02 0.714 
Collaboration with families and community 264 -.07 0.272 
Ethical behaviors 263 -.09 0.149 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 264 -.09 0.166 
 
All the superintendents in this study had a minimum of a master’s degree. The most 
common degrees included an Educational Specialist/Certificate of Advanced Studies and a 
Doctoral degree in Education. Overall, there were five levels of educational attainment 
represented in this sample. 
Spearman’s rho results for highest degree earned are presented in Table 16. The results 
indicated that all the relationships were negative, and three of six relationships were statistically 
significant. Shared vision of learning was negatively but weakly associated with highest degree 
earned, r = -.13, p = .034, and higher degrees were associated with lower emphasis scores. 
School culture and instructional program was negatively but weakly associated with highest 
degree earned, r = -.15, p = .014, and higher degrees were associated with lower emphasis 
scores. Finally, collaboration with families and community was negatively but weakly associated 




Spearman’s rho Results for Highest Degree Earned and Emphasis Scores 
  Highest degree earned 
Emphasis n r p 
Shared vision of learning 264 -.13 0.034 
School culture and instructional program 264 -.15 0.014 
Organizational management 262 -.09 0.145 
Collaboration with families and community 263 -.16 0.011 
Ethical behaviors 262 -.09 0.148 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 263 -.06 0.376 
 
The year in which the superintendent’s endorsement was earned was the first scaled 
variable correlated to each of the emphasis scores using Pearson r. The responses ranged from 
1971 to 2010. The Pearson correlation results (Table 17) indicated that all the correlations were 
positive, and five of the six relationships were statistically significant. 
The relationship between shared vision of learning and year of endorsement was positive 
and weak to moderate, r = .25, p < .001, and more-recent endorsements were associated with 
higher emphasis scores. School culture and instructional program and year of endorsement were 
positive but weakly correlated, r = .15, p = .019, and more-recent endorsements were associated 
with higher emphasis scores. Collaboration with families and community and year of 
endorsement were positively but weakly correlated, r = .13, p = .035, and more-recent 
endorsements were associated with higher emphasis scores. Ethical behavior and year of 
endorsement were positively and weakly to moderately correlated, r = .23, p < .001, and more-
recent endorsements were associated with higher emphasis scores. Finally, political, social, 
economic, legal, and cultural context and year of endorsement were positively but weakly 




Pearson r Results for Year of Endorsement and Emphasis Scores 
  Year of endorsement 
Emphasis n r p 
Shared vision of learning 256 0.25 < .001 
School culture and instructional program 256 0.15 0.019 
Organizational management 254 0.11 0.074 
Collaboration with families and community 255 0.13 0.035 
Ethical behaviors 254 0.23 < .001 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 255 0.13 0.033 
 
The second set of correlations was run for number of years of experience and emphasis 
scores. The superintendents in this study had between 0 and 39 years of professional experience, 
with a mean of 7.82 years of experience. The Pearson correlation results (see Table 18) indicated 
that all correlations were negative, and two of the relationships reached statistical significance. 
Shared vision of learning and years of experience were negatively but weakly correlated, r = -
.14, p = .020, and less experience was associated with higher emphasis scores. In addition, 
ethical behaviors and years of experience were negatively but weakly correlated, r = -.16, p = 
.009, and less experience was associated with higher emphasis scores. 
Table 18 
Pearson r Results for Years of Experience and Emphasis Scores 
  Years of experience 
Emphasis n r p 
Shared vision of learning 256 -0.14 0.020 
School culture and instructional program 256 -0.05 0.433 
Organizational management 254 -0.05 0.414 
Collaboration with families and community 255 -0.08 0.174 
Ethical behaviors 254 -0.16 0.009 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 255 -0.05 0.436 
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The last comparison pertained to the type of Illinois school district, which had three 
levels (i.e., K–8, K–12, and 9–12). A one-way ANOVA was used to compare these three groups. 
Table 19 provides the group means by type of Illinois school district and the corresponding 95% 
confidence intervals.  
Table 19 
Means Scores by Standard and Type of Illinois School  
        95% CI 
Emphasis n Mean SD Lower Upper 
      
Standard 1: Shared vision of learning       
K–12 105 2.96 0.82 2.80 3.12 
K–8 129 3.03 0.89 2.87 3.18 
9–12 29 3.10 0.91 2.76 3.45 
Standard 2: School culture and instructional 
program 
     
K–12 105 3.06 0.74 2.91 3.20 
K–8 129 3.09 0.79 2.96 3.23 
9–12 29 3.28 0.69 3.01 3.54 
Standard 3: Organizational management      
K–12 104 3.12 0.68 2.99 3.25 
K–8 129 3.16 0.79 3.02 3.30 
9–12 28 3.38 0.63 3.14 3.63 
Standard 4: Collaboration with families and 
community      
K–12 104 2.88 0.79 2.73 3.04 
K–8 129 3.00 0.90 2.85 3.16 
9–12 29 3.09 0.94 2.73 3.45 
Standard 5: Ethical behavior      
K–12 103 3.02 0.85 2.85 3.18 
K–8 129 3.09 0.88 2.93 3.24 
9–12 29 3.28 0.73 3.01 3.56 
Standard 6: Politics, social, economic, legal 
and cultural 
     
K–12 104 3.27 0.81 3.11 3.43 
K–8 129 3.26 0.86 3.11 3.41 
9–12 29 3.46 0.76 3.17 3.75 
 
Levene’s test of homogeneity of error variances indicated that the groups’ error variances 
were not statistically significantly different on any of the emphasis scales, and therefore, 
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homogeneity of variance was assumed. The ANOVA results (Table 20) indicated that no 
significant differences were found for standard 1, F(2,260) = 0.34, p = .709; standard 2, F(2,260) 
= 0.99, p = .375; standard 3, F(2,258) = 1.44, p = .239; standard 4, F(2,259) = 0.89, p = .414; 
standard 5, F(2,258) = 1.11, p = .331; or standard 6, F(2, 259) = 0.69, p = 503.  
Table 20 





square F p 
       
Standard 1: Shared 
vision of learning 
      
 Between groups 0.51 2 0.26 0.34 0.709 
  Within groups 194.06 260 0.75     
  Total 194.57 262       
Standard 2: School 
culture and 
instructional program 
      
 Between groups 1.14 2 0.57 0.99 0.375 
  Within groups 149.82 260 0.58     




      
 Between groups 1.53 2 0.77 1.44 0.239 
  Within groups 137.07 258 0.53     





      
 Between groups 1.32 2 0.66 0.89 0.414 
  Within groups 192.61 259 0.74     
  Total 193.92 261       
Standard 5: Ethical 
behavior 
      
 Between groups 1.61 2 0.80 1.11 0.331 
  Within groups 186.59 258 0.72     










square F p 
       
Standard 6: Politics, 
social, economic, legal 
and cultural 
      
 Between groups 0.96 2 0.48 0.69 0.503 
  Within groups 179.88 259 0.70     
  Total 180.84 261       
 
Overall mean scores results for research question 1 indicated that respondents perceived 
that their preparation programs placed a moderate emphasis on shared vision of learning, school 
culture and instructional program, organizational management, collaboration with families and 
community, ethical behaviors, and political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context. 
Respondents’ perceptions were not related to their gender, the type of university from which they 
earned their superintendent endorsement (i.e., research, doctoral, or comprehensive), their age, or 
the type of Illinois school district. However, there was a relationship between highest degree 
earned, year endorsement was received, years of experience, and emphasis ratings. Highest 
degree earned was negatively correlated to the emphasis scores for shared vision of learning, 
school culture and instructional program, and collaboration with families and communities. Year 
that endorsement was received was positively correlated to the emphasis scores for shared vision 
of learning, school culture and instructional program, collaboration with family and community, 
ethical behaviors, and political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context. Finally, years of 




 Research Question 2 
Do Illinois school superintendents believe the skills emphasized in leadership standards 
are important to their professional practice? Are their perceptions of leadership responsibilities 
and practices affected by age, gender, ethnicity, highest degree earned, year endorsement was 
earned and from which university, type of Illinois school district, and years of experience as a 
superintendent? 
 
Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to address this research question. Table 21 
displays mean level of importance level rating of each of the six standards, which reflect the 
degree to which the superintendents felt each of the six standards were important. The response 
options ranged from a low of one to a high of five, and a value of three reflects moderate 
importance.  
Table 21 
Mean Importance Scores for the Six ISLLC and ELCC Standards 
        95% CI 
Importance n Mean SD Lower Upper 
Shared vision of learning 313 4.17 0.59 4.10 4.23 
School culture and instructional program 296 4.26 0.45 4.21 4.31 
Organizational management 284 4.14 0.49 4.08 4.20 
Collaboration with families and community 277 3.90 0.62 3.82 3.97 
Ethical behaviors 273 3.91 0.65 3.84 3.99 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 269 4.03 0.59 3.96 4.10 
 
The descriptive results in Table 25 indicated that the respondents perceived school 
culture and instructional program to be of the highest importance (4.26) and collaboration with 
families and communities to be of the lowest importance (3.90). However, all six standards were 
considered to be relatively important, on average, given that all of the mean ratings were close to 
four or greater than four. 
Histograms were constructed, and skewness and kurtosis values were computed for the 
six importance ratings. Figure 7 displays the distribution of scores for shared vision of learning. 
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These scores were negatively skewed, with peak scores falling at the highest end of the scale 
(i.e., rating of five). However, the skewness value was -0.42, and the kurtosis value was -0.11, 
which indicated that the scores were within acceptable limits and, therefore, assumed to be 
relatively normal. The histogram also indicates that participants were not likely to provide less 
than a moderate importance rating, although some variability in the responses was detected.  
 
Figure 7. Distribution of importance scores for shared vision of learning (Standard 1). 
The distribution of school culture and instructional program importance ratings is 
displayed in Figure 8. The results indicated that importance scores were negatively skewed, with 
the majority of scores falling at or above four. Therefore, participants most likely perceived 
school culture and instructional program to be of high importance, although some variability in 
the responses was detected. Also, despite the slight negative skew, the skewness value was -0.41, 
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and the kurtosis value was -0.08, which indicated that the scores are within acceptable limits and, 
therefore, assumed to be relatively normal. 
 
 
Figure 8. Distribution of importance scores for school culture and instructional program 
(Standard 2). 
Figure 9 displays the distribution of importance scores for the organizational 
management standard. The majority of the importance scores were equal to or greater than four, 
and only one score fell below three, or moderate importance. Therefore, although there was some 
variability in the scores, they were not highly diverse. The skewness (-.20) and kurtosis (-.39) 
values showed that the distribution was relatively normal.  
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Figure 9. Distribution of importance scores for organizational management (Standard 3). 
The distribution of importance scores for the collaboration with families and community 
is illustrated by Figure 10. The distribution was relatively normal, with a skewness value of -.22 
and a kurtosis value of -.08, although there were a few scores that fell well below the majority of 
scores. The most common importance score was four, and participants were most likely to view 
collaboration with families and community as moderately important or higher. 
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Figure 10. Distribution of importance scores for collaboration with families and community 
(Standard 4). 
 
Figure 11 displays the distribution of importance scores for ethical behaviors. Although 
there was a slight negative skew, the skewness (-.16) and kurtosis (-.67) values indicated that the 
distribution was relatively normal. While most respondents perceived that ethical behaviors are 
at least moderately important, there were some respondents who rated importance below three, 
or less than moderate importance. 
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Figure 11. Distribution of importance scores for ethical behaviors (Standard 5). 
The distribution of importance scores for the political, social, economic, legal, and 
cultural context standard is illustrated in Figure 12. The results indicated a slight negative skew 
in the data, but the skewness (-.30) and kurtosis (-.24) values indicated that the distribution was 
relatively normal. The most common importance score was approximately four, and the majority 
of the respondents rated this standard as moderately important or higher. 
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Figure 12. Distribution of importance scores for political, social, economic, legal, and cultural 
context (Standard 6). 
 
The descriptive results indicated that the distributions were all relatively normal for the 
six importance dependent variables, and the respondents had somewhat diverse perceptions, 
although the vast majority of participants rated the standards as being at least moderately 
important. The data did not yield a large degree of variability, and the ability to detect significant 
differences or significant relationships may be compromised. 
Gender was the first demographic variable tested. In particular, male and female 
superintendents’ mean importance scores for the six standards were compared. Table 22 shows 
the group means and their corresponding 95% confidence by gender and by leadership standard.  
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Table 22 
Mean Importance Scores by Standard and Gender  
        95% CI 
Importance n Mean SD Lower Upper 
      
Standard 1: Shared vision of learning      
Females 73 4.32 0.64 4.17 4.46 
Males 190 4.11 0.55 4.03 4.19 
Standard 2: School culture and instructional 
program      
Females 73 4.43 0.40 4.34 4.52 
Males 190 4.19 0.46 4.12 4.25 
Standard 3: Organizational management      
Females 73 4.30 0.45 4.20 4.41 
Males 189 4.06 0.49 3.99 4.13 
Standard 4: Collaboration with families and 
community      
Females 74 4.10 0.55 3.98 4.22 
Males 189 3.82 0.63 3.73 3.91 
Standard 5: Ethical behavior      
Females 74 4.19 0.60 4.06 4.33 
Males 188 3.80 0.63 3.71 3.89 
Standard 6: Politics, social, economic, legal 
and cultural      
Females 74 4.19 0.52 4.07 4.31 
Males 189 3.96 0.60 3.87 4.04 
 
The independent samples t test is based on the statistical assumption the that two groups 
being compared have equal error variances, Levene’s test of equality of variance was conducted, 
and the results indicated that the two groups’ error variances were statistically significantly 
different for the shared vision of learning standard (p = .016). Therefore, as a result of the 
statistically significant difference in variance, the results based on equal variances were not 
interpreted for shared vision of learning. No other violations were detected. 
The independent samples t test results shown in Table 23 indicated that a significant 
differences were found between male and female respondent on standard 1, t(115) = 2.43, p = 
.020; standard 2, t(261) = 3.95, p < .001; standard 3, t(260) = 3.73, p < .001; standard 4, t(261) = 
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3.40, p < .001; standard 5, t(260) = 4.63, p < .001; and standard 6, t(261) = 2.89, p < .001. 
Therefore, although male and female respondents had equal emphasis scores, they had 
significantly different importance scores. Females provided higher importance scores than males 
for all six standards. 
Table 23 
Independent Sample t Tests Results: Importance Scores by Gender  
        95% CI 
Importance t df p Lower Upper 
Shared vision of learning 2.43 115 0.020 0.04 0.38 
School culture and instructional program 3.95 261 < .001 0.12 0.36 
Organizational management 3.73 260 < .001 0.12 0.38 
Collaboration with families and 
community 3.40 261 < .001 0.12 0.45 
Ethical behaviors 4.63 260 < .001 0.23 0.56 
Political, social, economic, legal, 
cultural 2.89 261 < .001 0.07 0.39 
 
The next comparison focused on university type as categorized by The Carnegie 
Foundation, which classifies colleges and universities based on meaningful similarities and 
differences among institutions. The classification is based on the level of graduate degrees 
awarded (master’s degrees, and doctoral degrees categorized as either research, professional 
practice, or other doctorate), the number of fields represented by the degrees awarded, and the 
mix or concentration of degrees by broad disciplinary domain. The current classifications for 
universities that award doctorial degrees is research (highest level of graduate degrees awarded 
and number of fields), doctoral, or comprehensive (lowest level of graduate degrees awarded and 
number of fields).  
The group means and their corresponding 95% confidence intervals are provided in Table 
24. Again, it is important to note that the sample size for the doctoral group was relatively small 
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and much smaller than the other two groups. Despite the large difference in group size, Levene’s 
test of homogeneity of error variances revealed no violations (p > .05) and, therefore, the three 
groups were assumed to have equal variances. 
Table 24 
Mean Importance Scores by Standard and School Type 
        95% CI 
Importance n Mean SD Lower Upper 
      
Standard 1: Shared vision of learning      
Research 111 4.28 0.57 4.18 4.39 
Doctoral 30 4.13 0.51 3.94 4.32 
Comprehensive 120 4.08 0.59 3.98 4.19 
Standard 2: School culture and instructional 
program      
Research 111 4.28 0.47 4.19 4.37 
Doctoral 30 4.27 0.38 4.12 4.41 
Comprehensive 120 4.25 0.45 4.17 4.33 
Standard 3: Organizational management      
Research 110 4.18 0.49 4.09 4.28 
Doctoral 30 3.99 0.44 3.83 4.16 
Comprehensive 120 4.12 0.49 4.04 4.21 
Standard 4: Collaboration with families and 
community      
Research 110 3.94 0.59 3.82 4.05 
Doctoral 30 3.90 0.63 3.67 4.14 
Comprehensive 121 3.88 0.64 3.77 4.00 
Standard 5: Ethical behavior      
Research 109 4.01 0.62 3.89 4.13 
Doctoral 30 3.88 0.61 3.66 4.11 
Comprehensive 121 3.85 0.67 3.73 3.97 
Standard 6: Politics, social, economic, legal 
and cultural      
Research 110 4.06 0.62 3.94 4.18 
Doctoral 30 4.11 0.53 3.91 4.30 
Comprehensive 121 3.99 0.58 3.89 4.10 
 
The ANOVA results in Table 25 indicated that significant differences were found among 
the three respondent groups for standard 1, F(2,258) = 3.66, p = .027. However, there were no 
significant differences for standard 2, F(2,258) = 0.14, p = .873; standard 3, F(2,257) = 1.90, p = 
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0.152; standard 4, F(2,258) = 0.19, p = .823; standard 5, F(2,257) = 1.79, p = .169; or standard 6, 
F(2,258) = 0.60, p = .552.  
Table 25 





square F p 
       
Standard 1       
 Between groups 2.41 2 1.20 3.66 0.027 
  Within groups 84.87 258 0.33     
  Total 87.28 260       
Standard 2: School 
culture and 
instructional program 
      
 Between groups 0.06 2 0.03 0.14 0.873 
  Within groups 51.90 258 0.20     
  Total 51.95 260       
Standard 3: 
Organizational 
management       
 Between groups 0.90 2 0.45 1.90 0.152 
  Within groups 60.63 257 0.24     





      
 Between groups 0.15 2 0.07 0.19 0.823 
  Within groups 98.73 258 0.38     
  Total 98.88 260       
Standard 5: Ethical 
behavior       
 Between groups 1.48 2 0.74 1.79 0.169 
  Within groups 106.37 257 0.41     
  Total 107.85 259       
Standard 6: Politics, 
social, economic, legal 
and cultural 
      
 Between groups 0.41 2 0.21 0.60 0.552 
  Within groups 89.75 258 0.35     
  Total 90.16 260       
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Post hoc comparisons determined that respondents who earned their superintendent 
licensure from research institutions had higher importance scores for shared vision of learning (p 
= .025) than respondents from comprehensive institutions. However, responses from the three 
groups were statistically equivalent on the remaining leadership standards. 
The remaining independent variables for research question 2 were ordinal or scaled, and 
therefore, correlational techniques were used. Spearman’s rho was used for ordinal independent 
variables, and Pearson r was used for scaled independent variables. Age was correlated with each 
of the six importance scores using Spearman’s rho because age is ordinal and, therefore, 
categorical. The correlations between age and the six importance scores are presented in Table 
26. The results indicated that none of the relationships were statistically significant and therefore, 
no relationship is assumed to exist between superintendent age and perceptions about the 
importance of the six standards. 
Table 26 
Spearman’s rho Results for Age and Importance Scores 
  Age category 
Importance n r p 
Shared vision of learning 264 0.06 0.326 
School culture and instructional program 264 0.08 0.173 
Organizational management 263 0.06 0.372 
Collaboration with families and community 264 0.04 0.522 
Ethical behaviors 263 0.07 0.270 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 264 -0.02 0.759 
 
The Spearman’s rho results for highest degree earned are presented in Table 27. Only the 
relationship between shared vision of learning and highest degree earned was statistically 
significance. In particular, shared vision of learning was positively but weakly associated with 
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highest degree earned (r = .15, p = .013), and higher educational attainment was associated with 
higher importance scores. 
Table 27 
Spearman’s rho Result for Highest Degree Earned and Importance Scores  
 
  Highest degree earned 
Importance n r p 
Shared vision of learning 263 0.15 0.013 
School culture and instructional program 263 0.10 0.105 
Organizational management 262 0.01 0.854 
Collaboration with families and community 263 0.06 0.368 
Ethical behaviors 262 0.05 0.430 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 263 -0.05 0.453 
 
Pearson r was used to analyze the scaled variables illustrated in Table 28. First, the 
analysis examined the correlation between school superintendent’s year of endorsement and 
importance scores. None of the correlations for year that endorsement was earned and 
importance scores were statistically significance (p > .05), which indicates that no linear 
relationship existed between year of endorsement and respondents’ perceptions about the 
importance of the six standards in their school superintendent job. 
Table 28 
Pearson’s r Results for Year of Endorsement and Importance Scores  
  Year of endorsement 
Importance n r p 
Shared vision of learning 255 -0.01 0.915 
School culture and instructional program 255 -0.01 0.883 
Organizational management 254 0.06 0.373 
Collaboration with families and community 255 0.02 0.764 
Ethical behaviors 254 0.03 0.621 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 255 0.03 0.609 
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The Pearson correlations between years of experience and each importance score are 
presented in Table 29. None of the relationships were statistically significant, and therefore, no 
relationship was assumed to exist between years of experience and respondents’ perceptions 
about the importance of the six standards in their school superintendent job. 
Table 29 
Pearson’s r Results for Years of Experience and Importance Scores  
  Years of experience 
Importance n r p 
Shared vision of learning 262 -0.09 0.156 
School culture and instructional program 262 0.003 0.966 
Organizational management 261 -0.05 0.405 
Collaboration with families and community 262 -0.10 0.124 
Ethical behaviors 261 -0.05 0.412 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 262 -0.07 0.289 
 
The last analysis examined the correlation between the type of Illinois school district, 
which had three levels (i.e., K–8, K–12, and 9–12), and importance scores. A one-way ANOVA 
was used to compare the three grade levels. Table 30 contains the group means by type of Illinois 
school district and the corresponding 95% confidence intervals. 
Table 30 
Mean Importance Scores by Standard and Type of Illinois School District 
        95% CI 
Importance n Mean SD Lower Upper 
      
Standard 1: Shared vision of learning      
K–12 105 4.07 0.60 3.95 4.18 
K–8 129 4.28 0.56 4.18 4.38 
9–12 28 4.05 0.59 3.82 4.28 
Standard 2: School culture and instructional 
program      
K–12 105 4.20 0.49 4.11 4.30 
K–8 129 4.30 0.45 4.23 4.38 




Table 30 (continued) 
 
        95% CI 
Importance n Mean SD Lower Upper 
      
Standard 3: Organizational management      
K–12 104 4.14 0.51 4.04 4.24 
K–8 129 4.13 0.50 4.04 4.22 
9–12 28 4.12 0.44 3.95 4.29 
Standard 4: Collaboration with families and 
community      
K–12 104 3.81 0.67 3.68 3.94 
K–8 129 4.00 0.59 3.89 4.10 
9–12 29 3.82 0.55 3.61 4.03 
Standard 5: Ethical behavior      
K–12 103 3.87 0.66 3.74 4.00 
K–8 129 3.96 0.64 3.85 4.07 
9–12 29 3.89 0.66 3.64 4.14 
Standard 6: Politics, social, economic, legal 
and cultural      
K–12 104 4.04 0.60 3.92 4.16 
K–8 129 4.05 0.59 3.94 4.15 
9–12 29 3.95 0.60 3.72 4.17 
 
Levene’s test of homogeneity of error variances indicates that the only violation of 
homogeneity of variance was the collaboration between families and community (p = .026) and 
importance scores. The ANOVA results in Table 31 show that a statistically significant 
differences were found for standard 1, F(2,259) = 4.59, p = .011. Although a significant 
differences were found for standard 1, no significant differences were found for standard 2, 
F(2,259) = 1.50, p = .226; standard 3, F(2,258) = 0.02, p = .984; standard 4, F(2,259) = 2.95, p = 
.054; standard 5, F(2,258) = 0.63, p = .535; or standard 6, F(2, 259) = 0.34, p = 712. 
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Table 31 





square F p 
       
Standard 1: Shared 
vision of learning       
 Between groups 3.07 2 1.53 4.59 0.011 
  Within groups 86.50 259 0.33     
  Total 89.56 261       
Standard 2: School 
culture and instructional 
program 
      
 Between groups 0.63 2 0.32 1.50 0.226 
  Within groups 54.39 259 0.21     
  Total 55.02 261       
Standard 3: 
Organizational 
management       
 Between groups 0.01 2 0.00 0.02 0.984 
  Within groups 63.86 258 0.25     
  Total 63.86 260       
Standard 4: 
Collaboration with 
families and community 
      
 Between groups 2.25 2 1.13 2.95 0.054 
  Within groups 98.73 259 0.38     
  Total 100.98 261       
Standard 5: Ethical 
behavior       
 Between groups 0.53 2 0.26 0.63 0.535 
  Within groups 108.81 258 0.42     
  Total 109.34 260       
Standard 6: Politics, 
social, economic, legal 
and cultural 
      
 Between groups 0.24 2 0.12 0.34 0.712 
  Within groups 91.79 259 0.35     
  Total 92.04 261       
 
A significant difference was found for standard 1; therefore, post hoc analyses were 
conducted for standard 1 using Bonferroni comparisons. The post hoc analyses determined that 
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the responses of respondents who were superintendents of K-12 and K-8 school districts differed 
significantly from each other, p = .017, but they were not statistically significantly different from 
the respondents who were high school district superintendents. In particular, K-8 Illinois school 
district superintendents scored the importance of shared vision of learning higher than K-12 
Illinois school superintendents. The lack of a significant difference between the K-8 and 9-12 
groups was the result of the small sample size for the high school group (n = 29).  
The results for research question 2 indicated that respondents believed the skills 
emphasized in the six standards were important for the school superintendent position. In 
addition, female respondents scored the importance of all six standards on the questionnaire 
higher than did male respondents. Respondents earning their superintendent licensure from 
research universities scored importance for shared vision of learning higher than respondents 
earning superintendent licensure from comprehensive institutions, although these scores did not 
approach statistical significance. The results also indicated that higher educational attainment 
was associated with higher importance scores for shared vision of learning. Finally, K-8 
respondents scored the importance of a shared vision for learning higher than did K-12 
respondents. 
 
 Research Question 3  
What changes do Illinois school superintendents recommend, to improve leadership 
preparation programs and ensure they adequately prepare aspiring superintendents for the 
demands of their positions? 
 
In order to address this research question, the responses to this open-ended question were 
reviewed. Similar responses were combined into categorical standards and given qualitative 
labels.  
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Figure 13 shows that the most common recommendation was the need for more hands-on 
training and real-world experiences. Some respondents recommended less theory and more 
practical information, extensive internships (paid), and experience working in the central office. 
One female participant explained, “I believe superintendent preparation programs need to 
include more meaningful internship activities. On-the-job training is extremely beneficial in 
order to understand the topics covered in this survey as they relate to the daily responsibilities 
and expectations of a superintendent.” A male participant wrote, “All programs should include 
sufficient practical skills building, not just focus on academic ‘ivory tower’ knowledge. My 
program included a one-year internship that built on the classroom work and served to 
dramatically enhance my preparation for the position.” 
The second most common recommendation (see Figure 13) was the need for more 
extensive training in fiscal responsibility, finance, and budget management. A male respondent 
wrote the following: 
There is too much theory in most programs. Many of the questions asked in this survey 
are based on theory. The building principal should be the instructional leader. The 
superintendent has been a principal and does not need to review instructional styles and 
diversity. Superintendent programs should be practical. Aspiring superintendents should 
study the paperwork from ISBE [Illinois State Board of Education] that arrives daily. 
Programs should stress ethics and making ethical decisions. More time should be spent 
on finance, finance, and finance. Anyone can put a budget together. Where does the 
revenue come from? What are the limitations on its use? How do we anticipate revenue 
from year to year? These are things that a first-year superintendent must know, especially 
those who are in smaller districts and expected to know everything. 
 
The respondents also indicated that the instructors were not likely to be practicing 
superintendents (Figure 13), which lowered the quality of the information and the experience. 
Therefore, respondents thought practicing superintendents should teach superintendent 
preparation courses and relate theory to practice using their personal experiences and case 
studies. A male respondent wrote the following: 
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I believe the single most important component of an effective superintendent preparation 
program is to have personnel that have been actual sitting superintendents or 
administrators provide the instruction. I believe the current changes to the retirement 
systems will have a negative effect on preparation programs. The most ineffective 
courses and workshops are many times taught by instructors with little or no practical 
experience. 
 
Another male respondent explained, “I would like to see an increased number of superintendents 
or former superintendents serving as professors.” 
The third recommendation (see Figure 13) pertained to providing more training in the 
area of political issues in the school and community.  
The fourth and fifth most common standards pertained to teaching aspiring 
superintendents about the role of politics and how to deal with school and community politics 
and the need for a mentor program, respectively (see Figure 13). With regard to politics, a male 
respondent noted: 
More focus on the politics of the superintendency. Also, more focus dealing with the 
media, handling crisis situations, collective bargaining, and setting up contracts with 
vendors would be most helpful. Continue to focus on finances as this becomes more and 
more of a challenge each year. How to make reductions when needed would be a 
valuable learning experience. 
 
Another respondent wrote, “More preparation for the political role the superintendent has in the 
community.” 
One male respondent suggested the need for a mentor program and said school 
superintendent preparation programs could “provide a mentoring experience with a practicing 
superintendent as the coursework is being taken.” Another male respondent explained that “a 
mentoring program that is cost efficient could be implemented.” 
The last recommendation (see Figure 13) pertained to building relationships between the 
superintendent and the school board. A female respondent wrote that “board interaction and 
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study is so important to success―a definite!” A male respondent explained that programs could 
“include more comprehensive instruction/emphasis on board-superintendent relationships.” 
The remaining responses represented fewer than 5% of the total comments and, therefore, 
were lumped into an “Other” category (see Figure 13). Some of the comments indicated that 
there was a need for instruction dealing with human resource issues, ethical issues, legal issues, 
strategic planning and systems management, using data appropriately, and opportunities for 
participating in professional development (e.g., conferences, workshops, and shadowing). Four 
respondents indicated that aspiring superintendents need to know that their success in the 
position depends on where he or she serves (e.g., rural, suburban, or urban area). 
 
Figure 13. Thematic results: Superintendents’ recommendations for improving superintendent 
preparation programs.  
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Table 32 shows a comparison by gender for the standards on the questionnaire. Male and 
female respondents provided similar recommendations about the following topics: (a) hands-on 
training and real-world experiences, (b) fiscal/financial concerns, (c) political issues in the 
school/community, (d) mentor programs, and (e) board and superintendent working 
relationships. However, female respondents were about twice as likely to suggest the need to 
have practicing educational leaders teach the courses, and male participants were more likely to 
fall into the “other” or “no response” categories. 
Table 32 








Hands-on training/real-world experiences 38 20.0 18 24.3 
Fiscal/financial concerns 27 14.2 10 13.5 
Have practicing educational leaders teach the 
courses 14 7.4 11 14.9 
Political issues in school/community 10 5.3 6 8.1 
Mentor program 13 6.8 3 4.1 
Board and superintendent working relationships 11 5.8 4 5.4 
Other response 10 5.3 3 4.1 
No response 67 35.3 19 25.7 
Total 190 100.0 74 100.0 
 
 
 Research question 4  
 
 Do Illinois school superintendents who received their superintendent endorsements since 
the implementation of NCLB place more emphasis on standards-based training than 
superintendents who received their endorsements before the implementation of NCLB?  
 
This question examined if the year superintendents achieved their endorsement (i.e., 
before NCLB or in 2002 and later) affected the emphasis they placed on standards-based 
training. In order to address this research question, the data were divided into two groups (i.e., 
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before and after NCLB), and the six mean emphasis scores were compared using an independent 
samples t test. The group mean emphasis scores and their corresponding 95% confidence 
intervals are presented in Table 33 by standard and time of endorsement. As can be seen in Table 
33, the size of the two groups (i.e., before NCLB and after NCLB) was similar. 
Table 33 
Mean Emphasis Scores by Standards and Time of Endorsement  
        95% CI 
Emphasis n Mean SD Lower Upper 
      
Standard 1: Shared vision of learning       
Before NCLB 143 2.87 0.89 2.73 3.02 
After NCLB 114 3.22 0.77 3.08 3.36 
Standard 2: School culture and instructional 
program 
     
Before NCLB 143 3.01 0.77 2.88 3.13 
After NCLB 114 3.22 0.72 3.09 3.35 
Standard 3: Organizational management      
Before NCLB 142 3.10 0.77 2.98 3.23 
After NCLB 113 3.24 0.66 3.11 3.36 
Standard 4: Collaboration with families      
Before NCLB 142 2.83 0.86 2.69 2.97 
After NCLB 114 3.13 0.84 2.98 3.28 
Standard 5: Ethical behavior      
Before NCLB 141 2.94 0.87 2.80 3.09 
After NCLB 114 3.25 0.79 3.10 3.40 
Standard 6: Politics, social, economic, legal 
and cultural      
Before NCLB 142 3.19 0.84 3.05 3.32 
After NCLB 114 3.41 0.81 3.26 3.55 
 
Levene’s test of homogeneity of error variances found no violations (p > .05), and 
therefore, the two groups of superintendents were assumed to have equal variances. The results 
of the independent samples t test (Table 34) showed a significant difference between respondents 
who earned their superintendent endorsement before NCLB and those who earned their 
superintendent endorsement after NCLB for standard 1, t(255) = -3.33, p = .001; standard 2, 
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t(255) = -2.23, p = 027; standard 4, t(254) = -2.79, p = .006; standard 5, t(253) = -2.92, p = .004; 
and standard 6, t(254) = -2.10, p = .037. However, no significant differences were found for 
standard 3, t(253) = -1.44, p = 0.151. In all cases, respondents who received their superintendent 
endorsement after NCLB had higher mean emphasis scores than those who received their 
endorsement before NCLB. 
Table 34 
Independent Sample t Test Results: Emphasis Scores by Endorsement  
 
        95% CI 
Emphasis t df p Lower Upper 
Shared vision of learning -3.33 255 0.001 -0.56 -0.14 
School culture and instructional 
program -2.23 255 0.027 -0.39 -0.02 
Organizational management -1.44 253 0.151 -0.31 0.05 
Collaboration with families and 
community -2.79 254 0.006 -0.51 -0.09 
Ethical behaviors -2.92 253 0.004 -0.51 -0.10 
Political, social, economic, legal, 
cultural -2.10 254 0.037 -0.42 -0.01 
 
The results for research question 4 indicated that respondents who received their 
superintendent endorsements after NCLB placed more emphasis on standards-based training 
related to shared vision of learning, school culture and instructional program, collaboration with 
families and community, ethical behaviors, and political, social, economic, legal and cultural 
context than did respondents who received their endorsement before NCLB. However, the two 
groups had statistically equal emphasis scores for organizational management. 
 
 Research Question 5  
To what extent are Illinois school superintendents’ perceptions about the emphasis on 
leadership standards in preparation programs related to their perceptions about the importance 
of these standards when performing their duties?  
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In order to address this research question, each of the six emphasis standards was 
correlated to its corresponding importance standard using Pearson correlation. It is important to 
note that the mean emphasis scores were lower than the mean importance scores (Tables 2 and 
10), and this finding suggests that the respondents did not perceive that their superintendent 
preparation programs placed enough emphasis on the six standards. However, in order to 
determine if these mean differences were statistically significant, a paired samples t-test was 
conducted for each pair of ratings. 
The results indicated that all the relationships were positive and statistically significant 
(Table 35). The relationship between emphasis and importance scores for shared vision of 
learning was positive and weak to low, r = .16, p = .004, and higher importance scores were 
associated with higher emphasis scores. The relationship between emphasis and importance 
scores for school culture and instructional program was positive and low, r = .23, p < .001, and 
higher importance scores were associated with higher emphasis scores. The relationship between 
emphasis and importance scores for organizational management was positive and moderate, r = 
.27, p < .001, and higher importance scores were associated with higher emphasis scores. The 
relationship between emphasis and importance scores for collaboration with families and 
community was positive and moderate, r = .35, p < .001, and higher importance scores were 
associated with higher emphasis scores. The relationship between emphasis and importance 
scores for ethical behaviors was positive and moderate, r = .39, p < .001, and higher importance 
scores were associated with higher emphasis scores. Finally, the relationship between emphasis 
and importance scores for political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context was positive and 




Pearson r Results for Emphasis and Importance  
Emphasis with importance n r p 
Shared vision of learning 313 0.16 0.004 
School culture and instructional program 296 0.23 < .001 
Organizational management 284 0.27 < .001 
Collaboration with families and community 277 0.35 < .001 
Ethical behaviors 273 0.39 < .001 
Political, social, economic, legal, cultural 269 0.39 < .001 
  
Table 36 provides the results from the dependent samples t-tests. The results indicated 
that the participants rated the importance of all six standards statistically significantly higher than 
they rated the emphasis of those same standards, p < .001. Furthermore, it is important to note 
that significant differences were found for each level of each categorical independent variable. 
Table 36 
Paired Sample t Test Results Comparing Emphasis Scores to Importance  
 
          95% CI 
Leadership standard 
Mean 
difference t df p Lower Upper 
       
Shared vision of learning -1.11 -20.36 312 < .001 -1.21 -1.00 
School culture and instructional 
program 
-1.14 -25.25 295 < .001 -1.22 -1.05 
Organizational management -0.96 -21.49 283 < .001 -1.05 -0.87 
Collaboration with families and 
community 
-0.94 -18.03 276 < .001 -1.04 -0.84 
Ethical behaviors -0.84 -16.37 272 < .001 -0.94 -0.74 
Political, social, economic, 
legal, cultural 
-0.75 -15.23 268 < .001 -0.85 -0.65 
 
The results for research question 5 indicated that program emphasis on leadership 
standards was statistically significant and positively related to the importance of leadership 
standards in the school superintendent position. The extent to which the two sets of scores were 
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related ranged from weak to moderate. However, the respondents rated the emphasis of these 
leadership standards in their programs statistically significantly lower than they rated the 
importance of these leadership standards. 
 
Summary 
This chapter presented the results of this study of Illinois superintendents’ perceptions of 
their superintendent preparation programs. Survey data were collected from 314 Illinois school 
superintendents. The results indicated that respondents believed their preparation programs 
placed a moderate emphasis on each of the six standards, and these perceptions were not affected 
by gender, the type of university attended (i.e., research, doctoral, or comprehensive), or age. 
However, the mean emphasis ratings did vary based upon the superintendent’s highest degree 
earned, year endorsement was received, and years of experience. Highest degree earned was 
negatively correlated to shared vision of learning emphasis scores, school culture and 
instructional program emphasis scores, and collaboration with families and communities 
emphasis scores. Year that endorsement was received was positively correlated to shared vision 
of learning emphasis scores, school culture and instructional program emphasis scores, 
collaboration with family and community emphasis scores, ethical behaviors emphasis scores, 
and political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context emphasis scores. Finally, years of 
experience was negatively correlated to shared vision of learning and ethical behaviors. 
The results indicated that respondents believed these six standards were very important. 
In addition, female respondents scored all six leadership standards on the questionnaire higher 
than did male respondents. Respondents who earned their superintendent endorsements from 
research institutions scored the importance of shared vision of learning higher than did 
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respondents with licensure from comprehensive institutions. The results also indicated that the 
relationship between higher educational attainment and shared vision of learning was statistically 
significant. Finally, respondents serving as superintendents in K-8 districts scored the importance 
of a shared vision for learning higher than did superintendents of K-12 school districts. 
The open-ended qualitative questions provided participants with the opportunity to 
recommend changes that might improve school superintendent preparation programs. The 
participants made the following recommendations for improving school superintendent 
preparation programs: (a) focus more on hands-on and practical experiences, such as internships; 
(b) focus more on fiscal, finance, and budget issues; (c) have more instructors who are current 
and successful superintendents; (d) provide more training about politics and political culture; (e) 
provide mentor programs; and (d) teach students how to build positive relationships with their 
school boards. 
The results of this study also indicated that respondents’ views about their preparation 
programs’ emphasis on standards-based training were related to the timeframe when they 
received their superintendent endorsement (i.e., before and after NCLB). Respondents who 
received their superintendent endorsements after NCLB scored their preparation programs’ 
emphasis on standards-based training that dealt with shared vision of learning, school culture and 
instructional program, collaboration with families and community, ethical behaviors, and 
political, social, economic, legal and cultural context higher than did respondents who received 
their endorsements before NCLB. 
Finally, the results of this study found that the respondents’ ratings of perceived program 
emphasis were statistically significant and positively related to their perceived importance of 
leadership standards for superintendents. The relationship between these two sets of scores 
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ranged from weak to moderate. However, the respondents rated the emphasis of these leadership 
standards in their programs statistically significantly lower than they rated the importance of 
these leadership standards. 
Chapter 5 contains a discussion about these findings and their relationship to the current 
literature and their implications for practice. In addition, the chapter contains recommendations 






Discussion, Findings, and Implications 
This chapter presents a summary of the research study, including the statement of the 
problem and an overview of the research methodology. The findings for each of the research 
questions are then presented. A discussion of the findings provides a basis for the implications 
and conclusions of the study. The chapter also includes recommendations for further research. 
 
Summary of the Problem and Methodology 
The study was designed to ascertain the extent to which Illinois school superintendents 
believed their preparation programs prepared them for the superintendent position. The study 
also examined respondents’ perceptions of the effectiveness of leadership standard integration in 
their superintendent preparation programs and each standard’s importance in their daily 
administrative practice.  
A quantitative design was used in this study through survey methods. Limited qualitative 
elements (i.e., two open-ended questions) were included to provide respondents with the 
opportunity to provide suggestions for improving superintendent preparation programs. 
Demographic information of the respondents also was collected in this study. All individuals 
who were employed as superintendents of Illinois’ 869 public school districts during the 2009-
2010 school year were invited to participate in this study; however, the lead administrator from 
the Chicago Public School System (CPS) was not included because of differences in state 
licensure requirements and leadership structures for this school system. A total of 314 of the 868 
superintendents responded to the questionnaire, for a 36.2% response rate. 
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Summary of Findings 
This study addressed five research questions, and the findings are listed in the following study 
summary. 
 Research Question 1 
Do Illinois school superintendents believe their school superintendent preparation 
prepared them for the position and was this preparation based on leadership standards? Are 
their perception of leadership responsibilities and practices affected by age, gender, ethnicity, 
highest degree earned, year endorsement was earned and from which university, type of Illinois 
school district, and years of experience as a superintendent? 
 
The results for research question 1 provided two significant findings. First, 78% of 
respondents perceived that their preparation programs prepared them for the superintendency. 
Respondents placed a moderate emphasis on shared vision of learning; school culture and 
instructional program; organizational management; collaboration with families and community; 
ethical behaviors; and political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context. Respondents’ 
perceptions were not related to their gender, age, the type of university from which they earned 
their superintendent endorsement (research, doctoral, or comprehensive), or the type of Illinois 
school district. The second significant finding revealed that responses varied due to demographic 
information. There was a relationship between highest degree earned, year endorsement was 
received, years of experience, and emphasis ratings. Highest degree earned was negatively 
correlated with the emphasis scores for shared vision of learning, school culture and instructional 
program, and collaboration with families and communities in that those with higher degrees 
tended to provide lower ratings. Year that endorsement was received was positively correlated to 
the emphasis scores for shared vision of learning, school culture and instructional program, 
collaboration with family and community, ethical behaviors, and political, social, economic, 
legal, and cultural context, in that those with more recent endorsements tended to provide higher 
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ratings. Finally, years of experience was negatively correlated to the emphasis scores for shared 
vision of learning and ethical behaviors, in that those with more experience tended to provide 
lower ratings. 
The largest discrepancy between emphasis and importance reported was in standard 2: 
School culture and instructional program, in which 38% of respondents indicated that items 
contained within standard 2 were emphasized or highly emphasized in training programs. In 
contrast, 87% of respondents indicated that the items were important or highly important to 
practice. 
 
 Research Question 2 
Do Illinois school superintendents believe the skills emphasized in leadership standards 
are important to their professional practice? Are their perceptions of leadership responsibilities 
and practices affected by age, gender, ethnicity, highest degree earned, year endorsement was 
earned and from which university, type of Illinois school district, and years of experience as a 
superintendent? 
 
There were five important findings for research question 2. The first finding indicated 
that respondents perceived the skills emphasized in the six standards were important for the 
superintendent position. The second important finding is that female respondents scored the 
importance of all six leadership standards on the questionnaire statistically significantly higher 
than did male respondents. Third, respondents who earned their superintendent endorsements 
from research universities scored importance for shared vision of learning higher than did 
respondents from comprehensive institutions, although these scores did not approach statistical 
significance. Fourth, the findings also indicated that higher educational attainment was 
statistically significantly associated with higher importance scores for shared vision of learning. 
Finally, respondents from K-8 school districts scored the importance of a shared vision for 
learning statistically significantly higher than did superintendents from K-12 districts. 
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 Research Question 3  
What changes do Illinois school superintendents recommend, to improve leadership 
preparation programs and ensure they adequately prepare aspiring superintendents for the 
demands of their positions? 
 
The findings for research question 3 provide seven practitioner suggestions for 
improvements in superintendent preparation programming. The most frequent recommendation 
of respondents was the need for more extensive hands-on training and real-world experiences in 
the preparation programs. Some respondents recommended less theory and more practical 
information, extensive paid internships, and experience working in the central office. The second 
recommendation is the need for more in-depth preparation in fiscal responsibility, finance, and 
budget management. The third suggestion is that practicing superintendents could teach the 
courses and relate theory to practice using their personal experiences and case studies. The fourth 
recommendation pertained to providing more training in the area of political issues in the school 
and community. The fifth and sixth pertained to teaching aspiring superintendents about the role 
of politics, how to deal with school and community politics, and the need for a mentor program. 
The final recommendation pertained to building relationships between the superintendent and the 
school board.  
 
 Research Question 4  
 
 Do Illinois school superintendents who received their superintendent endorsements since 
the implementation of NCLB place more emphasis on standards-based training than 
superintendents who received their endorsements before the implementation of NCLB?  
  
The results for research question 4 provide one significant finding. The findings indicated 
that respondents who received their superintendent endorsements after the enactment of NCLB 
placed more emphasis on standards-based training related to shared vision of learning, school 
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culture and instructional program, collaboration with families and community, ethical behaviors, 
and political, social, economic, legal and cultural context than superintendents who received 
their endorsement before NCLB. 
 
 
 Research Question 5  
To what extent are Illinois school superintendents’ perceptions about the emphasis on 
leadership standards in preparation programs related to their perceptions about the importance 
of these standards when performing their duties?  
 
The findings for research question 5 provided two significant findings. First, respondents 
perceived that program emphasis on all six leadership standards (developing a shared vision 
within schools; creating cultures that support learning; ensuring safe, efficient, and effective 
learning; collaborating with the broad community; acting in a fair and ethical fashion; and 
understanding the socioeconomic, legal, political, and cultural in the contexts of school setting) 
were important and positively related to the importance of leadership standards in the school 
superintendent position. The extent of responses, however, ranged from weak to moderate. The 
second significant finding was that respondents rated the emphasis of leadership standards in 




Despite the import role that superintendent preparation plays in preparing aspiring leaders 
for the position (Levine, 2005; Orr, 2003), empirical research describing practitioner perceptions 
linked to superintendent preparation is extremely scant (Cooper et al., 2002). Many scholars have 
questioned the effectiveness of current superintendent preparation programs in providing 
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aspiring superintendents with the necessary skills for the changing nature of this position 
(Cooper, et al., 2002; Hess, 2003; Hoyle, 2004; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Waters & 
Marzano, 2006). The need for effective superintendent training has created significant challenges 
for universities, policymakers, researchers, school boards, and superintendents (Lashway, 2003). 
Yet, some scholars have contended that university-based superintendent preparation is evolving 
to meet the needs of 21st-century leadership and recent changes in preparation are providing 
satisfactory levels of preparation (Glass, 2000; Glass & Franceschini 2007; Grogan & Andrews, 
2002; Kowalski et al., 2011). The findings from this study confirm that superintendents generally 
provide favorable ratings of the effectiveness of their training. However, the findings also 
suggest the superintendents believe that several changes are necessary to improve the preparation 
experiences of aspiring school leaders. This section discusses the following topics: 
superintendent preparation satisfaction, recommended changes to superintendent preparation 
programming, and leadership standards in superintendent preparation and Leadership for 
Learning. 
 Superintendent preparation satisfaction. The findings from this study disclosed that 
over three fourths (78%) of respondents believed their university-based superintendent training 
was effective. These reported satisfaction levels are consistent with the findings from the 2000 
AASA superintendent study, which concluded that superintendents’ preparation satisfaction 
levels across the United States was high with over 70% of respondents indicating satisfaction 
with preparation (Glass et al., 2000). 
Although the vast majority of respondents to this study rated their superintendent training 
programs as effective, nearly 14% indicated their training was not effective and 9% stated their 
preparation was neither effective nor ineffective. Therefore, nearly one fourth of the respondents 
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in this study reported some level of dissatisfaction in the quality of their superintendent training, 
which also is consistent with findings from previous research (Glass, 2000; Glass & 
Franceschini, 2007; Kowalski et al., 2011). These findings are of value given the recent rhetoric 
indicating the need for change in superintendent training and expressing concerns regarding the 
quality of university programs that prepare educational leaders (King, 2010; Levine, 2005; 
Young et al., 2007; Young, Petersen, & Short, 2002). The findings from this study support the 
notion that although respondents are satisfied with their preparation and university reform is 
underway, on-going reform in specific areas is necessary. 
 Recommended changes to superintendent preparation programming. Though 
scholars may disagree over the extent of restructuring and reforms that have occurred in 
preparation programming, there is widespread agreement that continuous change is necessary to 
keep pace with educational reform mandates (Cooper et al., 2002; Glass, 2000; Glass & 
Franceschini 2007; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; Hoyle, 2004; Kowalski et al., 2011; 
Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Waters & Marzano, 2006). The issue is of great importance, 
considering research documenting that effective superintendent leadership can facilitate 
increased student achievement (Waters & Marzano, 2006). Beyond implied program changes 
dictated by local and federal mandates connected to student outcomes, respondents in this study 
recommended the following changes to strengthen superintendent preparation programs: (a) 
more focus on hands-on and practical experiences, such as internships; (b) more focus on fiscal, 
finance, and budget issues; (c) more instructors who are current, successful superintendents; (d) 
more training about politics and political culture; (e) mentor programs; and (f) information about 
building positive relationships with school boards. These recommendations also are supported in 
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literature as program reform focal points that warrant more attention in university-based training 
(Kowalski et al., 2011; Levine, 2005, Orr, 2003, Waters & Marzano, 2006).  
The respondents’ most frequently stated recommendation related to the need for more 
extensive hands-on and practical experiences. Many researchers have argued that leadership 
preparation programs could incorporate extensive relevant field-based experiences into their 
curricula (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Fry et al., 2007; Glass et al., 2000; Grogan & 
Andrews, 2002; Hackmann & McCarthy, in press; Hackmann, Russell, & Elliott, 1999; Levine, 
2005). Hackmann and McCarthy (in press) discovered significant variation in university clinical 
experience requirements; citing data collected from 87 universities throughout the United States, 
they reported that field experience requirements for aspiring superintendents ranged between 27 
and 1000 clock hours. The ELCC leadership standards include internship activities as one of 
their seven leadership strands (NPBEA, 2009), and anecdotal evidence suggests that some 
universities are in the process of restructuring the clinical components of their superintendent 
preparation programs (Weidmer, 2007). It is evident from the literature (Hackmann & McCarthy, 
in press) that clinical experiences vary greatly among university programs, and the findings from 
this study suggest that this discrepancy in programming could be addressed.  
Respondents also included recommendations calling for an enhanced focus on fiscal 
responsibility, finances, and budget management. Although instructional leadership arguably is a 
superintendent’s most important responsibility (Copland & Knapp, 2006; Fullan, 2005; Knapp et 
al., 2003; Kowalski & Brunner 2011; Sergiovanni, 2005; Young & Kochan, 2004), 
superintendents also must manage the day-to-day operational affairs of their school districts, 
which requires expertise in handling district finances and budgets and dealing with the politics 
that surround education in the United States. This recommendation for increased training in the 
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area of finance is supported by Levine (2005), who reported that few programs provide aspiring 
superintendents with the knowledge and skills necessary to prepare a school district budget, deal 
with investments, and manage the district’s debt. This recommendation is significant considering 
the challenging economic times that school districts are facing in the 21st century. University 
programs providing more extensive training in the area of financial management may better 
prepare superintendents to more effectively navigate the challenging economy, thus optimizing 
available district resources. 
Politics also was identified in this study as an important area for additional skills 
development. Educational scholars have noted that educational politics is a core function of this 
position (Björk, Kowalski, & Young, 2006; Callahan, 1966b; Kowalski & Brunner, 2011). 
Cooper et al. (2002) pointed out there can be confusion when individuals attempt to distinguish 
between democratic leadership and political activities. Kowalski (2006) and Petersen et al. 
(2008) found that democratic leadership is encouraged in the school administration literature, but 
political activity is portrayed in a negative light. Findings from this study and those of education 
scholars (Björk, Kowalski, & Young, 2006; Callahan, 1966b; Kowalski & Brunner, 2011) 
support the notion that training in political aspects of the role of the superintendent and in 
particular, understating the distinction between democratic leadership and politics, is a necessary 
element that may be missing in programming. This theme has become one of the top issues on 
the nation’s domestic policy agenda, as evidenced by the bi-partisan passage of NCLB 
legislation in 2001 (Young et al., 2007) and the more recent Race to the Top competition 
(McNell & Maxwell, 2011). Considering the growing intensity of media coverage of schools and 
school districts, the complexities of the superintendent’s role (Kowalski, 2005), it is becoming 
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increasingly important to address political aspects of the position as part of superintendent 
preparation. 
Respondents also indicated that additional training connected to creating effective board-
superintendent relationships could be more fully incorporated into programs. When responding 
to the questionnaire item, “Developing and adopting district-wide, research-based instructional 
goals in collaboration with school board members and principals,” 80% of the respondents 
indicated that item was important or highly important to practice. Only 25% of respondents 
indicated that the item was emphasized or highly emphasized in their preparation program. 
Responding to the survey item, “Maintaining Board support for district goals for achievement 
and instruction,” 93% of respondents indicated that the item was important to highly important, 
although only 39% indicated that the item was emphasized to highly emphasized in their 
preparation. Waters and Marzano (2006) indicated that the board relationship is important to 
quality superintendent leadership, thus contributing to overall effective leadership. The research 
of Waters and Marzano (2006) provides empirical evidence that effective superintendent 
leadership positively influences student-learning outcomes, thus magnifying the critical need for 
effective superintendent and board relationships. Maintaining effective school board 
relationships, therefore, becomes an important element to overall superintendent leadership roles 
and responsibilities. The finding from this study support the research of Waters and Marzano 
(2006), suggesting that preparation programs may better prepare aspiring leadership candidates 
by offering training that focuses on creating effective working relations with the board of 
education. This relationship impacts a leader’s ability to more effectively facilitate a school 
system, thus positively affecting student outcomes (Waters & Marzano, 2006). 
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Leadership standards in superintendent preparation. The findings from this study 
disclosed that superintendents believe that the six leadership standards are important or highly 
important. In fact, 80% of respondents rated the 39 standards based survey questionnaire items 
for superintendent practice as important or highly important to their practice, yet only 39% of 
respondents reported that the leadership standards were emphasized or highly emphasized in 
their preparation programs. Further, 100% of respondents rated the importance of the standards 
higher than the emphasis of the standards in their programming, supporting an argument for 
increased emphasis on leadership standards in superintendent preparation programs. These 
findings support recommendations of educational scholars (Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Levine, 
2005; Murphy, 2003; Murphy & Vriesenga, 2004; Young, 2006; Young et al., 2007) indicating 
that standards should be more fully incorporated into superintendent preparation programs. 
It also is important to note that the findings from this study determined that female respondents 
rated the importance of all six leadership standards on the questionnaire on average higher than 
did male respondents This finding could be interpreted in light of prior research findings 
reporting that female respondents routinely provide higher ratings of importance than do male 
respondents (L’Hommedieu et al., 1988, 1990). 
This enhanced focus on leadership standards in the curricula of leadership preparation 
programs also supports recommendations from educational leadership scholars, who have 
advocated for the establishment and adoption of effective leadership standards to guide 
educational leadership preparation reform (Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 
2003; Murphy & Vriesenga, 2004; Young, 2006; Young et al., 2007). In 2003, 43 states based 
their administrative certification requirements on the ISLLC leadership standards or developed 
state standards that were adapted from the ISLLC standards (Murphy, 2003). For example, the 
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state of New Jersey has connected superintendent endorsement requirements to the ISLLC 
leadership standards (Wasilewski, 2007). Both ISLLC and ELCC revised their leadership 
standards in 2008 and 2009, respectively, in order to keep pace with the continuing evolution of 
21st century leadership responsibilities. It is clear from the literature (e.g., Hackmann & 
McCarthy, in press; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003), as well as from the perspectives of Illinois 
superintendents that standards could serve as a foundation for leadership preparation program 
design. 
 Leadership for learning. Although the respondents identified many areas that could be 
included in school superintendent preparation programs, they recognized that instructional 
leadership for student learning was the primary role of the superintendent and could be a primary 
area of focus for program reform. This study also revealed a gap between the respondents’ 
perceptions of the importance of leadership standards related to student learning to 
superintendent practice and the emphasis placed on these standards in superintendent preparation 
programs. Respondents noted that instructional leadership was largely missing in most 
preparation programs, indicating that only 38% of the instructional leadership items included in 
standard 2 of the survey questionnaire were emphasized or highly emphasized in their training 
programs. However, respondents indicated that 87% of the instructional leadership items linked 
to instructional leadership were important or highly important to practice. Asked if their 
preparation programs included content related to how to develop quality curriculum, including 
principles/theories of learning, appropriate instructional techniques, and monitoring and 
evaluating instruction, 43% of the respondents reported a lack of this information in training, but 
89% asserted that this content is important to highly important in practice. In the area of 
developing and implementing a district improvement plan that addresses operations and student 
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achievement, 60% of respondents reported a lack of this information in training, and 80% 
thought this standard was important in practice. Finally, when asked if the content of their 
superintendent preparation programs included developing a culture of collaboration, trust, 
learning, and high expectations that ensures student success, 50% reported a lack of this 
information in training, and 91% reported that this standard was important in practice. These 
findings are significant because they reinforce scholarly recommendations for a need for 
enhanced leadership for student learning content in superintendent preparation programs and 
perhaps a leading for learning framework that will direct programming. This focus on leadership 
for student learning does not diminish the importance of the managerial or political roles, but it 
reinforces the centrality of teaching and learning as the primary consideration in the decision-
making process. 
 The importance of school board relationships. This study also revealed a gap between 
the respondents’ perceptions of the importance of school board and superintendent relationship 
practice and the emphasis placed on this relationship in superintendent preparation programs. 
When asked to respond to the importance of maintaining board support for district goals related 
to achievement and instruction, 93% of respondents rated this question was important to highly 
important to their practice, yet only 43% indicated that board relations were emphasized to 
highly emphasized in the program training. This finding reinforces superintendent perceptions of 
the importance of board support for instructional leadership, which also is supported in the 
literature noting that leadership for learning is an essential superintendent responsibility (Cooper 
et al., 2002; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; Hoyle, 2004; Kowalski et al., 2011; Levine, 
2005; Murphy, 2003; McNell & Maxwell, 2011; Waters & Marzano, 2006) and also illustrates 
the gap between importance to practice and emphasis in preparation. 
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Vision of learning. It is clear from this study that shared vision of learning is an 
important element necessary in practice and in the superintendent preparation curriculum. In fact, 
78% of respondents reported that shared vision of learning is important or highly important to 
practice, but only 44% of respondents indicated that vision of learning was emphasized or highly 
emphasized in their training. This 34% gap among respondents is significant. The importance of 
visionary leadership is supported in the literature as a vital component necessary in 
superintendent preparation (Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Murphy & 
Vriesenga, 2004; Young, 2006; Young et al., 2007). It is an important to the success of a school 
district that leaders are capable of providinv visionary leadership that demonstrates the ability to 
solve complex problems, commitment to continuous improvement, values that all children will 
learn at high levels, as well as inspiring others with this vision both inside and outside the school 
building. A shared vision of learning becomes an increasingly important skill necessary to 
successfully navigate the challenges of the 21st century leadership (Murphy, 2003) 
 
Implications 
The findings from this study and other empirical research (e.g. Cooper et al., 2002; Glass, 
2000; Glass & Franceschini 2007; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; Hoyle, 2004; 
Kowalski et al., 2011; Levine, 2005) suggest that further reforms are necessary in order to 
improve superintendent preparation programs to more effectively prepare aspiring leaders for the 
position. Several implications are suggested as a result of this study. 
 Implications for university-based leadership programs. Although a majority of 
respondents expressed satisfaction with their university-based preparation programs, they 
indicated the need for additional reforms in superintendent preparation programs. In particular, 
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respondents reported a need for enhanced hands-on, practical experiences; more in-depth focus 
on finance and budget; instructors who are current and successful school superintendents; more 
extensive training about politics in educational settings; enhanced mentoring programs, and 
additional content related to developing and maintaining positive relationships with boards of 
education.  
Today’s accountability mandates at the state and federal levels demand that superintendents 
implement practices and policies that address learning gains for all students (Winston, 2008). 
Standards that provide clear best practice leadership methods for potential school district leaders 
need to be reflected in superintendent training (Murphy, 2003). Respondents in this study cited a 
need for a more comprehensive inclusion of leadership standards in superintendent preparation 
program design. The results indicated that the mean emphasis ratings were lower than the mean 
importance ratings across the board, indicating that the extent to which these standards were 
emphasized was lesser than the extent to which the participants perceived that they were 
important. Furthermore, the amount of variability in the participants’ responses was greater for 
the emphasis items than the importance items, indicating that the participants were more similar 
in their beliefs of importance than they were relative to their actual experiences in their 
superintendent programs. 
Within the responses to leadership standards, respondents indicated that content related to 
instructional leadership was largely missing in most preparation programs, with fewer than one 
in five reporting that the topics of curriculum and instructional development were included in 
their training programs. The findings from this study suggest a number of program experiences 
that could enhance preparation experiences, and these suggestion are consistent with 
recommendations from educational leadership scholar (e.g. Glass, 2000; Glass & Franceschini 
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2007; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Hess, 2003; Hoyle, 2004; Kowalski et al., 2011; Levine, 2005). 
Therefore, faculty members who are involved with superintendent training may feel a need to 
carefully examine these findings, incorporating them into their curriculum and ensuring that 
field-based experiences are designed to provide aspiring superintendents with the essential 
knowledge and skills that are needed for success as 21st-century leaders. 
 The findings from this study indicate a gap in superintendent training in the area of 
instructional leadership. In this accountability era, adequate consideration must be given to 
training superintendents to be leaders of student learning (Copland & Knapp, 2006; Fullan, 2005; 
Glickman, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005; Young & Kochan, 2004). The findings 
from this study indicate that consideration could be given to the inclusion of a Leadership for 
Learning framework as an integral component of the superintendent preparation curriculum. A 
number of leadership models cited in the literature address instructional leadership practices of 
educational administrators. Most models are based on elements of the ISLLC standards and they 
incorporate a collaboration element that emphasizes leadership of student learning (Copland & 
Knapp, 2006; Fullan, 2005; Glickman, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005; Young & 
Kochan, 2004). Additionally, educational scholars (e.g., Andrews & Grogan, 2001; Copland & 
Knapp, 2006; Fullan, 2005; Glickman, 2002; Knapp et al., 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005; Young & 
Kochan, 2004) have supported leadership for student learning as best practice for 21st-century 
superintendents. The leadership for learning approach includes aspects of the political and 
managerial roles, but it focuses on leading for student learning as core to all aspects of leadership 
practice. The inclusion of the leading for learning framework could provide successful leadership 
training in the area of student learning, while at the same time offer a framework that provides 
fidelity in training. This leadership could be considered by university-based programs as a model 
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to guide superintendent training in the area of leading a school district with a focus on student 
learning. 
 Implications for educational reforms and policies. In this study, superintendents who 
obtained their endorsements after NCLB was enacted in 2001 placed more emphasis on 
standards-based training compared to those respondents who received their endorsements before 
NCLB. The post-NCLB respondents perceived that superintendent preparation programs could 
be based on the leadership standards that deal with shared vision of learning, school culture and 
instructional program, collaboration with families and community, ethical behaviors, and 
political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context. This evidence supports research (Glass, 
2007, Kowalski et al., 2011) that preparation programs are responding to education reforms and 
making relevant changes in programming to include leadership standards intended to better train 
prospective school leaders for the role of superintendent.  
Since the school superintendent’s role continues to evolve, many researchers have 
indicated that on-going reforms are necessary to superintendent preparation programs to address 
these changes (e.g., Cooper et al., 2002; Hess, 2003; Levine, 2005; Young, 2006; Young et al., 
2007). Unfortunately, state-mandated reforms in university-based leadership preparation 
programming are occurring slowly and primarily are focused on the principalship. 
Superintendent preparation is not receiving enough attention. Adding to the slow pace of reform 
is the ongoing debate among educational scholars about the appropriate curriculum that could be 
included in superintendent preparation programs (Cooper et al., 2002; Hess, 2003; Levine, 2005; 
Murphy, 2001). It could be an important priority for legislators and officials of state education 
departments to consider taking a more directive approach in mandating the restructuring of 
school superintendent preparation programs. This study provides suggestions for program reform 
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based from the perceptions of practicing superintendents in Illinois. These recommendations, 
along with the suggestions of leading scholars (Glass, 2007; Grogan, 2003; Grogan & Andrews, 
2002; Levine, 2005; Young et al., 2007), have implications for policy makers as they 
contemplate program reforms that address the “what” in preparation design. Illinois already has 
demonstrated its commitment to school leader preparation with the passage of Public Act 96-
0903, which is designed to more effectively prepare principals for their leadership roles. Thus, 
state policymakers now can focus their efforts on activities related to superintendent preparation 
reforms. Utilizing the findings from this study, coupled with the recommendations of educational 
scholars (Glass, 2007; Grogan, 2003; Grogan & Andrews, 2002; Levine, 2005; Young et al., 
2007), it is important for state policymakers to consider these recommendations to implement 
policies related to practitioner perceptions of effective program elements that may be included in 
further program reform.  
 Implications for educational leadership organizations. The findings from this study 
also have implications for educator organizations. Professional associations that support 
leadership development for educational administrators, and in particular, the superintendency, 
such as the American Association of School Administration, Illinois Association of School 
Administrators, and the National School Boards Association, may find it helpful to consider the 
findings from this study when creating professional development opportunities for school 
superintendents as a mechanism to address perceived gaps in superintendent training. Based on 
the recommendations from respondents in this study, professional development for novice and 
experienced superintendents appear to be needed in the following areas: understanding and 
application of relevant leadership standards, all aspects of school board and superintendent 
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relationships, politics in educational settings, mentoring, instructional leadership, and finance 
and budgeting.  
 School district implications. The results of this study reinforce the importance of 
effective superintendent leadership training and the influence of the superintendent on student 
achievement, which is also supported in the literature (Waters & Marzano, 2006). The findings 
from this study may have implications for school district school boards, when hiring school 
superintendents. In addition to discussion application of leadership theory, school boards may 
wish to closely examine candidates’ university-based training programs in an effort to determine 
the quality of their preparation and to identify any potential gaps in their knowledge and skills 
base. For example, this study concluded that respondents who attended research institutions had 
higher importance scores for shared vision of learning than superintendents from comprehensive 
institutions. Visionary leadership is a necessary skill in order to successfully navigate the 
challenges of the 21st-century leadership. School boards could consider employing 
superintendents who have the capacity to develop a vision for learning within their school 
systems and to create and implement necessary strategies to improve student outcomes. 
 
Recommendations for Further Research  
The following recommendations are presented for further study:  
1. Additional research is needed to build a more adequate body of knowledge about 
critical components necessary to be included in superintendent preparation programs. 
This expanded effort could include: (a) case studies of superintendents that could provide 
a greater understanding of the quantity and quality of professional studies and clinical 
experience related to practice; (b) replications of this study in other states; (c) outcome 
studies that examine the efficacy of academic preparation in relation to practice.  
 
2. Further research should study the relevance and importance of the ELCC Standard 7, 
Internship, because this study did not examine the internship as a distinct standard. 
Respondents reported that internship experience(s) provided important pre-service 
preparation and this notion also is also supported in the literature (Levine, 2005). 
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3. Additional research is necessary to better understand the changes that have occurred 
in the role of the superintendency as a result of state and federal reform mandates. A 
qualitative study of the superintendent position could be conducted to explore the 
extent to which superintendents’ responsibilities have changed as a result of state and 
federal accountability mandates.  
 
4. Additional research is needed to examine the influence of demographic changes and 
increased student diversity in the composition of school districts. In particular, studies 
could assist in determining revisions in the leadership training programs that are 
necessary to more adequately address increased student achievement and social 
justice issues for underrepresented student groups. 
 
5. Additional research is needed to determine the extent to which school superintendent 
preparation programs have adopted and implemented relevant leadership standards. 
 
6. Additional research is necessary to determine measures necessary to describe 





The school superintendent’s role has changed considerably over the past 30 years 
(Kowalski & Brunner, 2011), and superintendent preparation programs are continually 
challenged to keep pace with these changes. Yet, some critics have asserted that university-based 
superintendent training programs are not adequately preparing aspiring superintendents for the 
complexities of the position (Levine, 2005, Orr, 2003). Recent changes in the nature and 
direction of school reform have eclipsed management-focused professional preparation 
programs, and it therefore is important to restructure superintendent preparation programs to 
address the evolving roles and responsibilities inherent in the superintendency (Björk et al., 
2006). Although over three fourths of the respondents (78%0) in this study reported that their 
training was effective in preparing them to lead school districts, the findings from this study 
revealed a need for additional changes and, in particular, (a) more focus on hands-on and 
practical experiences, such as internships; (b) more focus on fiscal, finance, and budget issues; 
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(c) more instructors who are current, successful superintendents; (d) more training about politics 
and political culture; (e) mentor programs; and (f) information about building positive 
relationships with school boards. These recommendations also are supported in the literature as 
program reform focal points that warrant more attention in university-based training (Kowalski 
et al., 2011; Levine, 2005; Orr, 2003; Waters & Marzano, 2006).  
Respondents in this study perceived that leadership standards are important for 
superintendent practices. In fact, superintendents in this study rated the emphasis of six 
leadership standards in their programs statistically significantly lower than they rated the 
importance of these leadership standards. It is clear based on perceptions of Illinois 
superintendents in this study that an enhanced emphasis on leadership standards is a necessary 
change in superintendent preparation programs. Many superintendent preparation programs in 
the United States require a degree of revision (Hoyle et al. 2005: Levine, 2005; Young, 2006), 
and these revisions could be more fully aligned with leadership standards. The findings from this 
study suggest that additional changes in the curriculum of Illinois preparation programs aligned 
with relevant leadership standards are necessary to better prepare superintendents for 21st-
century leadership responsibilities. 
Respondents also reported that insufficient attention was paid to leadership for student 
learning in their preparation programs. Respondents noted that content related to instructional 
leadership was largely missing in most preparation programs. Several scholars (Hess, 2003; Hess 
& Kelly, 2007; Levine, 2005; Murphy, 2003; Murphy & Vriesenga, 2004; Orr & Pounder, 2006; 
Young & Kochan, 2004) have endorsed leadership for learning as a framework for revising 
superintendent preparation programs because it deals with all facets of educational leadership 
and maintains a primary focus on the superintendent’s vital role as a learning leader.  
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The results from this study provide some evidence to support assertions that many 
university-based programs in the United States have started to revise their programs to address 
the changing role of the superintendents (Andrews & Grogan, 2001; Glass et al., 2000; Glass & 
Franceschini, 2007; Orr, 2007). In this study, respondents who received their superintendent 
endorsements after the enactment of NCLB legislation reported that their superintendent 
preparation programs placed more emphasis on standards-based training compared to 
superintendents who received their endorsements pre-NCLB. In all cases, superintendents who 
received their endorsements post-NCLB placed higher emphasis on standards than did 
superintendents who received their endorsement pre-NCLB. This finding confirms a trend 
toward the adoption of standards-based programs. However, because respondents noted several 
limitations to their superintendent training, this study suggests that superintendent preparation 
programs need additional revisions to more effectively address the changing role of the 
superintendent and to keep pace with the 21st century leading and learning responsibilities of the 
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Educational Leadership and Policy Standards: ISLLC, 2008 
Standard 1: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of 
all students by facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a 
vision of learning that is shared and supported by the school community. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• learning goals in a pluralistic society, 
• the principles of developing and implementing strategic plans, 
• systems theory, 
• information sources, data collection, and data analysis strategies, 
• effective communication, and 
• effective consensus-building and negotiation skills. 
Standard 2: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of 
all students by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and instructional program 
conducive to student learning and staff professional growth. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• student growth and development, 
• applied learning theories, 
• applied motivational theories, 
• curriculum design, implementation, evaluation, and refinement, 
• principles of effective instruction, 
• measurement, evaluation, and assessment strategies, 
183 
• diversity and its meaning for educational programs, 
• adult learning and professional development models, 
• the change process for systems, organizations, and individuals, 
• the role of technology in promoting student learning and professional growth, and 
• school cultures. 
Standard 3: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of 
all students by ensuring management of the organization, operations, and resources for a safe, 
efficient, and effective learning environment. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• theories and models of organizations and the principles of organizational 
development, 
• operational procedures at the school and district level, 
• principles and issues relating to school safety and security, 
• human resources management and development, 
• principles and issues relating to fiscal operations of school management, 
• principles and issues relating to school facilities and use of space, 
• legal issues impacting school operations, and 
• current technologies that support management functions. 
Standard 4: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of 
all students by collaborating with families and community members, responding to diverse 
community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• emerging issues and trends that potentially impact the school community, 
184 
• the conditions and dynamics of the diverse school community, 
• community resources, 
• community relations and marketing strategies and processes, and 
• successful models of school, family, business, community, government, and higher 
education partnerships. 
Standard 5: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of 
all students by acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• the purpose of education and the role of leadership in modern society, 
• various ethical frameworks and perspectives on ethics, 
• the values of the diverse school community, 
• professional codes of ethics, and 
• the philosophy and history of education. 
Standard 6: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the success of 
all students by understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger political, social, 
economic, legal, and cultural context. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• principles of representative governance that undergird the system of American 
schools, 
• the role of public education in developing and renewing a democratic society and an 
economically productive nation, 
• the law as related to education and schooling, 
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• the political, social, cultural, and economic systems and processes that impact 
schools, 
• models and strategies of change and conflict resolution as applied to the larger 
political, social, cultural, and economic contexts of schooling, 
• global issues and forces affecting teaching and learning, 
• the dynamics of policy development and advocacy under our democratic political 
system, and 




Educational Leadership Program Standards: ELCC Revised Standards – First Draft, 2009 
 
Standard 1: An education leader promotes the success of every student by facilitating the 
development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared 
and supported by all stakeholders. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• the nature of district-wide collaborative visioning and the impact of vision and mission 
on student achievement various methods for involving stakeholders in the visioning 
process and consensus building 
• the purposes and processes for collecting, analyzing and using appropriate data to drive 
decision making that impacts student learning 
• the design and utilization of assessment data for learning 
• organizational effectiveness and learning 
• strategic, tactical, and operational program planning, implementation, and evaluation 
• district improvement planning processes 
• variables that affect student achievement 
• the role of professional learning in continuous and sustainable improvement 
• continuous and sustained improvement models and processes 
• change processes, including continuous and sustainable improvement and discontinuous 
transformational change at the district-level 
• strategic management of human capital and its impact on continuous and sustainable 
improvement 
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• effective strategies for monitoring the implementation and revision of plans to achieve 
district improvement goals 
• program evaluation models 
 
Standard 2: An education leader promotes the success of every student by advocating, nurturing 
and sustaining a school culture and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff 
professional growth. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• the elements of district culture and ways it can be influenced to ensure student success 
• the use of benchmarks, indicators, research methods, technology, and information 
systems to assess alignment of the curriculum 
• the acquirement and allocation of resources 
• human development theory, proven learning and motivational theories, and how diversity 
influences the learning process 
• standards for high quality teacher, principal, and district practice 
• multiple methods of evaluation, accountability systems, data collection, and analysis of 
data 
• principles of quality professional development theories 
• program evaluation 
• evaluation of change and professional development 
• district systems that promote efficient practices in the management of people, processes, 
and resources 
• technology as pedagogical and administrative tools 




Standard 3: An education leader promotes the success of every student by ensuring 
management of the organization, operation, and resources for a safe, efficient, and effective 
learning environment. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
 
• how to assess and manage organizational, operational, and legal resources of the district 
• how to manage the marketing and public relations functions of the district. 
• how to create and sustain strategic alignment throughout the district 
• methods and procedures for managing the district’s resources, including human resource 
development 
• methods and procedures for managing the district’s operations 
• methods and procedures for managing district facilities 
• methods and procedures for strategically aligning resources with district priorities 
• methods and procedures for forecasting resource requirements for the district. 
• strategies for providing district office and school building personnel, students, and 
visitors with a safe and secure building environment, including how to plan for a 
substance, weapon, and violence-free work environment 
• the meaning of distributed leadership and how to create and sustain it 
• how to manage personal managerial and leadership responsibilities 
• how to manage time and priorities 




Standard 4: An education leader promotes the success of every student by collaborating with 
faculty and community members, responding to diverse community interests and needs, and 
mobilizing community resources. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• the collection and analysis of data and information pertinent to the district educational 
environment 
• cultural competence 
• diverse cultural, social and intellectual community resources 
• the needs of students, parents or caregivers 
• organizational culture that promotes open communication with families and caregivers 
• strategies for effective oral and written communication with families and caregivers 
• the needs of district community and partners 
• district organizational culture that promotes open communication with community 
partners 
• district strategies for effective oral and written communication and collaboration to 
develop and sustain productive relations with community partners 
Standard 5: An education leader promotes the success of every student by acting with 
integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• federal, state, and local legal/policy guidance to create operational definitions of 
accountability, equity, and social justice 
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• legal and professional organizations’ information to understand the basic tenants of 
ethical behavior, the relationship between ethical behavior, district culture and student 
achievement 
• the effect of ethical behavior on one’s own leadership 
• democratic values, equity, and diversity 
• current ethical and moral issues facing education, government, and business and their 
consequences 
• the relationship between social justice, district culture, and student achievement 
Standard 6: An education leader promotes the success of every student by understanding, 
responding to, and influencing the political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context. 
Knowledge: The administrator has knowledge and understanding about 
• Policies, laws and regulations enacted by local, state and federal authorities that affect 
school districts 
• Anticipating future issues and trends that can affect districts 
• Anticipating future issues and trends that can affect districts 
• Contemporary and emerging leadership theories (NPBEA, 2009). 
Standard 7: The internship provides significant opportunities for candidates to synthesize and 
apply the knowledge and practice and develop the skills identified in Standards 1-6 through 
authentic experiences that are field-based, standards-based, sustained, and guided by qualified 




Superintendent Leadership Responsibilities: Waters and Marzano, 2006 
Superintendent 
responsibilities 
 Practices used by superintendent to fulfill superintendent 
responsibilities 
Goal-setting process 
The superintendent involves 
board members and 
principals in the process of 
setting goals. 
 
 Developing a shared vision for the goal-setting process. 
Using the goal-setting process to set goals developed jointly 
by board and administration. 
Developing goals that are coherent and reflect attendant 
values that support involvement and quality in achievement 
rather than maintenance of the status quo. 
Communicating expectations to central office staff and 
principals. 
Non-negotiable goals for 
achievement and 
instruction 
Goals for student 
achievement and 
instructional program are 
adopted and based on 
relevant research. 
 
 Modeling understanding of instructional design. 
Establishing clear priorities among the district’s instructional 
goals and objectives. 
Adopting instructional methodologies that facilitate the 
efficient delivery of the district’s curriculum. 
Incorporating varied and diverse instructional methodologies 
that allow for a wide range of learning styles that exist in a 
multi-racial student population. 
Adopting 5-year non-negotiable goals for achievement and 
instruction. 
Ensuring that a preferred instructional program is adopted and 
implemented 
Board alignment with and 
support of district goals 
Board support for district 
goals for achievement and 
instruction is maintained. 
 
 Establishing agreement with the board president on district 
goals. 
Establishing agreement with the board president on type and 
nature of conflict in the district. 
Along with the board president, remaining situationally 
aware, agreeing on the political climate of the school district. 
Establishing agreement with the board president on the nature 
of teaching/learning strategies to be used in the district. 
Providing professional development for board members. 
Establishing agreement with the board president on the 
effectiveness of board training. 
Monitoring goals for 
achievement and 
instruction 
The superintendent monitors 
and evaluates 
implementation of the 
district instructional 
program, impact of 
instruction on achievement, 
 Using an instructional evaluation program that accurately 
monitors implementation of the district’s instructional 
program. 
Monitoring student achievement through feedback from the 
instructional evaluation program. 
Using a system to manage instructional change. 
Annually evaluating principals. 
Reporting student achievement data to the board on a regular 
basis. 
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Ensuring that the curricular needs of all student populations 
are met. 
Observing classrooms during school visits. 
Coordinating efforts of individuals and groups within the 
organization to increase reliability of the system, with 
adjustments by individuals to quickly respond to system 
failures. 
Use of resources to 
support the goals for 
achievement and 
instruction 
Resources are dedicated and 
used for professional 
development of teachers and 
principals to achieve district 
goals. 
 Adopting an instructional and resource management system 
supporting implementation of the district’s instructional 
philosophy. 
Providing extensive teacher and principal staff development. 
Training all instructional staff in a common but flexible 
instructional model. 
Controlling resource allocation. 
Providing access to professional growth opportunities through 
the design of a master plan to coordinate in-service activities 
in the district. 
Defined autonomy; 
superintendent 
relationship with schools 
The superintendent provides 
autonomy to principals to 
lead their schools but 
expects alignment on district 
goals and use of resources. 
 
 Developing a shared vision and understanding about defined 
autonomy. 
Using standards for content and instruction as basic design 
principles. 
Committing the district and schools to continuous 
improvement. 
Screening, interviewing, and selecting teachers along with 
principals. 
Hiring experienced teachers. 
Rewarding successful teachers and terminating the 
employment of unsuccessful teachers. 
Establishing teacher evaluation as a priority for principals. 
Ensuring that principals speak with teachers about results. 
Establishing strong agreed-upon principles/values that direct 
the actions of people. 
Ensuring schools have a clear mission focused on school 
performance. 
Ensuring school practices are characterized by opportunity for 
all students to learn. 
Including socializing functions in district meetings. 
Maintaining high expectations for school performance. 
Expecting principals to fulfill instructional leadership 
responsibilities. 
Directing personnel operations to ensure a stable yet 
improving and well-balanced workforce. 
Ensuring schools are characterized by an orderly climate. 
Promoting innovation. 
Developing principal awareness about district goals and 
actions directed at goal accomplishment. 
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  Providing leadership of curriculum development. 
Ensuring homogeneous ability groupings within classrooms 
do not segregate students into racial or other inappropriate 
groups. 
Applying district sanctions to students for unsatisfactory 
academic performance. 
Rewarding students beyond standard honor rolls and 
recognition assemblies for exceptional performance. 
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Appendix D 
Matrix Synthesis: ISLLC (2008), ELCC (2009), and Waters and Marzano (2006) 
 
ISLLC (2008)  
Standards 









1. Vision of learning    
1A. Collaboratively 
develop and implement 
a shared vision and 
mission 
1A.i The nature of 
district-wide 
collaborative visioning; 
the impact of vision and 
mission on student 
achievement; various 
methods for involving 
stakeholders in the 
visioning process; and 
consensus building 
Board support for 





 1A.ii. Theories and 
relevant knowledge of 
vision and mission, 
including understanding 
learning in a pluralistic 
society, the diversity of 
learners and learners’ 
needs, school districts as 
interactive social and 
cultural systems, and 
social and organizational 
change 
 In developing the 








(learning in a 
pluralistic society, 
diversity of learners 
and learners’ needs, 
and societal and 
organizational 
change) 
1B. Collect and use 





1B.i. The purposes and 
processes for collecting, 
analyzing, and using 
appropriate data to drive 
decision making that 
impacts student learning 
Goals for student 
achievement and 
instructional 
program are adopted 








 1B.ii. The design and use 









1C. Create and 
implement plans to 
achieve goals 
1C.i Strategic, tactical, 








principals in the 










 1C.ii. District 
improvement planning 
processes 
 Principals and 
school board 
members are 
included in the 
development of the 
district 
improvement plan. 








1D.i. The role of 
professional learning in 
continuous and 
sustainable improvement 







 1D.ii. Continuous and 
sustained improvement 
models and processes 
  
 1D.iii. Change processes, 




at the district level 
  
 1D.iv. Strategic 
management of human 





human capital and 




1E. Monitor and 1E.i. Effective strategies The superintendent Developing 
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evaluate progress and 
revise plans 
for monitoring the 
implementation and 





















and revising it, 
when necessary. 




2. Culture and 
instructional 
program 
   
2A. Nurture and 
sustain a culture of 
collaboration, trust, 
learning, and high 
expectations 
2A.i. The elements of 
district culture and ways 
it can be influenced to 
ensure student success 
 Nurture and sustain 
a culture of 
collaboration, trust, 




 2A.ii. How district 
culture influences school 
culture 
 How district culture 
influences school 
culture 
2B. Create a 
comprehensive, 
rigorous, and coherent 
curricular program 






and monitoring and 
evaluating instruction 
  




information systems to 
assess alignment of the 
curriculum 













 2B.iii. The acquirement 
and allocation of 
resources 
 Acquiring and 
using available 
resources and data 










2C.i Human development 
theory, proven learning 
and motivational 
theories, and how 
diversity influences the 
learning process 









theories, and how 
diversity influences 




2D.i. Standards for high 
quality teacher, principal, 
and district practice 








to monitor student 
progress 
2E.i. Multiple methods of 
evaluation, accountability 
systems, data collection, 







analysis of data to 
monitor student 
progress. 
2F. Develop the 
instructional and 
leadership capacity of 
the staff 
2F.i. Principles of quality 
professional development 
Resources are 




principals to achieve 
district goals 
 










 2F.iii. Change processes   
 2F.iv. Evaluation of 
change and professional 
development 
  
2G. Maximize time 
spent on quality 
instruction 
2G.i. District systems 
that promote efficient 
practices in the 
management of people, 
processes, and resources 
 Creating district 
systems that 
promote efficient 
practices in the 
management of 
people, processes, 
and resources and 
maximize time 
spent on quality 
instruction 
2H. Promote the use of 
the most effective and 
appropriate 
technologies to support 
teaching and learning 




 Promote the use of 




and learning.  
2I. Monitor and 
evaluate the impact of 
the instructional 
program 
2I.i. Program evaluation  Monitoring and 
evaluating the 





   




3A.i. How to assess and 
manage organizational, 
operational, and legal 
resources of the district 
  
 3A.ii. How to manage the 
marketing and public 
relations functions of the 
district. 










 3A.iii. How to create and 
sustain strategic 
alignment throughout the 
district 





3B. Obtain, allocate, 
align, and efficiently 
use human, fiscal, and 
technological resources 
3B.i. Methods and 
procedures for managing 




 3B.ii. Methods and 
procedures for managing 
the district’s operations 
  
 3B.iii. Methods and 
procedures for managing 
district facilities 
  
 3B.iv. Methods and 
procedures for 
strategically aligning 
resources with district 
priorities 
  
 3B.v. Methods and 
procedures for 
forecasting resource 












3C. Promote and 
protect the welfare and 
safety of students and 
staff 
3C.i. Strategies for 
providing district office 
and school-building 
personnel, students, and 
visitors with a safe and 
secure building 
environment, including 
how to plan for a 
substance-, weapon-, and 
violence-free work 
environment 





visitors with a safe 
and secure building 
environment, 
including how to 





3D. Develop the 3D.i. The meaning of  Developing and 
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capacity for distributed 
leadership 
distributed leadership and 








3E. Ensure teacher and 
organizational time is 
focused to support 
quality instruction and 
student learning 
3E.i. How to manage 





to principals to lead 
their schools but 
expects alignment 
on district goals and 





principals to lead 
their schools, with 
expectations for 
alignment of 
district goals and 
use of resources for 
professional 
development 
 3E.ii. How to manage 
time and priorities 







 3E.iii. How to create and 
manage district schedules  
 Ensuring teacher 
and organizational 




4. Collaborating with 
families and 
community 
   
4A. Collect and 
analyze data and 
information pertinent 
to the educational 
environment 
4A.i. The collection and 
analysis of data and 
information pertinent to 
the district educational 
environment 
 Collecting and 
analyzing data and 
information 





appreciation, and use 
of the community’s 
















 4B.ii. Diverse cultural, 
social, and intellectual 
community resources 
  
4C. Build and sustain 
positive relationships 
with families and 
caregivers 
4C.i. The needs of 
students, parents, or 
caregivers 
  
 4C.ii. Organizational 
culture that promotes 
open communication 
with families and 
caregivers 





meets their needs. 
 4C.iii. Strategies for 
effective oral and written 
communication with 




oral and written 
communication 
with families and 
caregivers 




4D.i. The needs of 
district community and 
partners 
  
 4D.ii. District 
organizational culture 
that promotes open 
communication with 
community partners 






 4D.iii. District strategies 
for effective oral and 
written communication 
and collaboration to 
develop and sustain 
productive relations with 
community partners 






5. Ethics and 
integrity 
   
5A. Ensure a system of 
accountability for 
every student’s 
academic and social 
success 
5A.i. Federal, state, and 
local legal/policy 
guidance to create 
operational definitions of 
accountability, equity, 
and social justice 
 Ensuring a system 
of accountability 




   Using federal, state, 
and local 
legal/policy 




equity, and social 
justice 





5B.i. Legal and 
professional 
organizations’ 
information about the 
basic tenants of ethical 
behavior and the 
relationship between 
ethical behavior, district 
culture, and student 
achievement 






ethical behavior on 
leadership 
effectiveness. 
 5B.ii. The effect of 
ethical behavior on one’s 
own leadership 
 Understanding the 
basic tenants of 
ethical behavior 
and the relationship 
between ethical 
behavior, district 
culture, and student 
achievement. 
5C. Safeguard the 
values of democracy, 
equity, and diversity 
5C.i. Democratic values, 
equity, and diversity 
 




5D. Consider and 
evaluate the potential 
moral and legal 
consequences of 
decision making 
5D.i. Current ethical and 
moral issues facing 
education, government, 
and business and their 
consequences 
 Understanding 
current ethical and 
moral issues facing 
education, 
government, and 
business and their 
consequences 
5E. Promote social 
justice, and ensure 
individual student 
needs inform all 
aspects of schooling 
5E.i. The relationship 
between social justice, 
district culture, and 
student achievement 





culture, and student 
achievement 
6. Political, social,    
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economic, legal, and 
cultural context 
6A. Advocate for 
children, families, and 
caregivers 
6A.i. Policies, laws, and 
regulations enacted by 
local, state, and federal 
authorities that affect 
school districts 
 Understanding the 
policies, laws, and 
regulations enacted 
by local, state, and 
federal authorities 
that affect school 
districts 
   Advocating for 
children, families, 
and caregivers 
6B. Act to influence 
local, district, state, 
and national decisions 
affecting student 
learning 
6B.i. The larger political, 
social, economic, legal, 
and cultural context 
 Understanding the 
larger political, 
social, economic, 
legal, and cultural 
context and how it 
affects leadership. 
 6B.ii. Knowledge about 
how to use power and 
political skills to 




how to use power 
and political skills 
to influence local, 
state, and federal 
decisions affecting 
student learning 
6C. Assess, analyze, 
and anticipate 
emerging trends and 
initiatives in order to 
adapt leadership 
strategies 
6C.i. Anticipating future 
issues and trends that can 
affect districts 
  







Illinois Superintendent Preparation and Practice Questionnaire 
 
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. As you respond to each group of questions, 
you will be provided options to save your completed work and then will be directed to the next 
set of questions. In the event you do not complete this questionnaire in one setting, please note 
that you will be unable to return to the saved or completed screens. Therefore, please do not click 
on submit or save until you have responded to each group of questions on the current screen. 
 
 
SUPERINTENDENT STANDARDS AND FUNCTIONS 
 
Using the indicated scales, please rate each question in relationship to 1) the extent to which your 
superintendent program from which you received your certification/diploma prepared you for 
this topic and 2) the importance of the topic in your current practice as a superintendent. 
 
Please remember to only rate the topics below as based on the training you received within 
the university/college noted above where you received your superintendent training, NOT 
on additional professional development or on-the-job experiences that you may have 
obtained after completing your superintendency program. 
 
EXTENT TO WHICH YOUR 
SUPERINTENDENT PROGRAM 
PREPARED YOU FOR THIS ITEM 































































































1 2 3 4 5  1 2 3 4 5 
 
I. Shared Vision of Learning 
1.Utilizing a collaborative approach to develop the district vision and mission 
2.Developing and adopting district-wide, research-based instructional goals in collaboration 
with school board members and principals 
3.Developing and implementing a district improvement plan that addresses operations and 
student achievement 
4.Including principals and school board members in the development of the district 
improvement plan  
5.Engaging in continuous and sustained improvement though professional learning and 
transformational change 
6.Developing strategies for monitoring and evaluating the district instructional plan 
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II. School Culture and Instructional Program 
7.Developing a culture of collaboration, trust, learning, and high expectations that ensures 
student success  
8.Maintaining Board support for district goals for achievement and instruction 
9.Developing quality curriculum, including principles/theories of learning, appropriate 
instructional techniques, and monitoring and evaluating instruction 
10.Creating a personalized and motivating learning environment for students 
11.Supervising staff performance for high quality teacher, principal, and district practice 
12.Developing methods of evaluation, accountability systems, data collection, and analysis of 
data to monitor student progress 
13.Allocating resources for quality professional development of teachers and principals to 
achieve district goals in order to improve teaching and learning 
14.Creating district systems that promote efficient practices in the management of all 
resources 
15.Promoting the use of technologies to support effective teaching and learning 
16.Monitoring and evaluating the impact of the instructional program 
 
III. Organizational Management 
17.Assessing and managing organizational, operational, and legal resources of the district 
18.Strategically aligning fiscal and educational resources throughout the district 
19.Efficiently utilizing human, fiscal, and technological resources, including maintaining 
facilities 
20.Developing strategies for providing a safe and secure district environment, including a 
substance-, weapon-, and violence-free work environment 
21.Developing and sustaining the capacity for distributed leadership throughout the 
organization 
22.Providing autonomy to principals to lead their schools, with expectations for alignment of 
district goals and use of resources for professional development 
23.Managing personal managerial and leadership responsibilities 
24.Ensuring teacher and organizational time is focused to support quality instruction and 
student learning 
 
IV. Collaboration with Families and Community 
25.Collecting and analyzing data and information from the community that is pertinent to the 
district 
26.Promoting understanding, appreciation, and use of the community’s diverse cultural, 
social, and intellectual resources  
27.Building and sustaining positive relationships with families and caregivers that meets their 
needs 
28.Developing strategies for on-going effective oral and written communication with 
families and caregivers  
29.Building and sustaining productive relationships with community partners 
 
V. Ethical Behaviors 
30.Ensuring a system of accountability for every student’s academic and social success 
206 
31.Utilizing federal, state, and local legal/policy guidance to create operational definitions of 
accountability, equity, and social justice  
32.Understanding the impact of self-awareness, reflective practice, transparency, and ethical 
behavior on leadership 
33.Safeguarding the values of democracy, equity, and diversity  
34.Understanding current ethical and moral issues facing education, government, and 
business and their consequences  
35.Understanding and promoting the relationship between social justice, district culture, and 
student achievement  
 
VI. Political, Social, Economic, Legal, Cultural Context  
36.Understanding the policies, laws, and regulations enacted by local, state, and federal 
authorities that affect school districts 
37.Advocating for children, families, and caregivers 
38.Understanding the larger political, social, economic, legal and cultural contexts and how 
they affect student learning 
39.Utilizing power and political skills to influence local, state, and federal decisions affecting 
student learning 
 
SUPERINTENDENT PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 
40.Overall, how effective or ineffective was your superintendent training program in 









SUGGESTED CHANGES TO IMPROVE PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS  
(41)Please describe changes, if any, that you believe could be implemented within Illinois 
superintendent preparation programs to improve their effectiveness in preparing aspiring 












Please Answer the following questions: 
 
(1)Your current age: _____20-29   _____30-39  _____40-49    _____50-59  _____60+ 
   
(2) Your Gender: _____Female _____Male 
 
(3)Your ethnicity:  ___Asian,    ___American Indian or Alaska Native,   ___ Black or African 
American,   ___ Hispanic or Latino,  ___Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, 
___White,  ___Biracial or Multiracial 
 
(4) Your highest degree earned (please indicate only degree awarded, not a degree that is in 
progress or was not completed): 
_____ Bachelors 
_____ Masters 
_____ Educational Specialist/Certificate of Advanced Studies 
_____ Juris Doctorate 
_____ Doctor of Education 
_____ Doctor of Philosophy 
_____ Other (please describe): _________________________________________ 
 
(5) List the name of the university from which you completed your formal education qualifying 
you for an Illinois superintendent endorsement and the year you completed the 
requirements 
 
Name of university: ____________________________________ 
 
Year that endorsement requirements were completed:______   
 
(6)Type of Illinois school district in which you are currently employed: ___Unit (K-12)   
__Elementary (K-8)  ____High School (9-12).  
 
(7) Indicate the total number of years that you have served as superintendent, including the 2009-
2010 school year (NOTE: Only include your experience as a full superintendent—not any 
other central office positions, such as assistant/associate superintendent)______ 
 
(8)Please indicate any additional information related to your superintendent preparation that you 










Electronic Consent for Voluntary Participation in the Superintendent Preparation Study 
 
You have been invited to participate in a research study conducted by doctoral student candidate, 
Art Fessler, under the guidance of professor and advisor Dr. Donald Hackmann in the 
Educational Organization and Leadership department of the College of Education at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. The purpose of this dissertation study was to 
ascertain the extent to which Illinois school superintendents believe their preparation programs 
have prepared them for the superintendent position. The study examined school superintendents’ 
perceptions about the extent to which leadership standards are embedded in university-based 
school superintendent preparation programs and the importance of these standards to the 
position. Because the superintendent’s role has changed significantly over the past three decades, 
it is important to examine whether superintendents believe their preparation provided adequate 
training for the rigor of the profession. In addition, the study will identify superintendent 
opinions regarding program changes they believe are necessary to improve current 
superintendent preparation and identify topics covered during preparation that are important to 
the position. Ample literature has been written regarding principal preparation; however, there is 
very little research describing the preparation of superintendents and even fewer studies that 
examine superintendent preparations related to leadership training. My study aims to investigate 
and describe superintendent perceptions about their preparation for the seemingly ever-changing 
role.  
 
Your voluntary participation will involve an electronic survey that will take approximately 15-20 
minutes to complete. You may refuse to participate or may discontinue participation at any time 
during the project, and this decision to participate, decline, or withdraw from participation will 
have no affect on your status at or future relationship with the University of Illinois. 
 
There are no foreseeable physical risks associated with this research. You may benefit from 
articulating your beliefs about your preparation and will contribute to the general knowledge on 
this topic that is underdeveloped in research literature.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please contact 
Dr. Donald Hackmann, professor and advisor at the University of Illinois at 217-333-0230 or by 
e-mail (dghack@illinois.edu) or Art Fessler, doctoral candidate researcher at 847-756-2511 or 
afessler@cusd220.org. If you have any questions or concerns about your rights as a participant in 
this study, please contact the University of Illinois Bureau of Educational Research at 217-333-
3023 or via e-mail at info@education.illinois.edu. You may also contact the Institutional Review 
Board at 217-333-2670 or via e-mail at irb@illinois.edu (collect calls are accepted by both the 
BER and the IRB if you identify yourself as a research participant). 
 
_____Yes, I understand and agree to participate. 
 









Art Fessler was born in Midland Michigan in 1966.  He spent his first two years of undergraduate 
studies at Hope College in Holland Michigan before transferring to Judson University in Elgin 
Illinois. While at Judson University he completed his Bachelors degree in elementary education with 
a minor in general sciences in 1989. He worked as a public school middle-level science teacher for 8 
years. During his this time he completed his Master of Science Degree in Curriculum and Instruction 
at Concordia University in River Forest Illinois in 1996. He then completed the additional 
requirements necessary for administrative certification in 1997 also from Concordia University. In 
1997, he accepted his first  administrative position and has remained in various administrative roles. 
In 2002 he was accepted in to the Education Organization and Leadership Program at the University 
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign where he acquired a Doctorate Degree in Educational Leadership in 
2011. He has continued to serve in administrative roles over the past 12 years including positions as 
an elementary and middle school principal, assistant superintendent responsible for grades 6-12 
operations and facilitating grades 6-12 curricula and instruction and associated professional 
development. He is currently serving as a school district superintendent in the southwest suburbs of 
Chicago. His area of research interest is superintendent instructional leadership with a specific 
interest in the Leadership for Learning framework.  
 
